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MEMORANDUM 

December 29, 1987 


TO: Michael L. Subin, President 

Montgomery County Council 

FROM: Sidney Kramer, County Executive 

SUBJECT: Recommended FY 89 Annual Growth 


I am pleased to transmit to the Council my Recommended FY 89 
Annual Growth Policy (AGP). It contains my analysis of the important 
growth policy issues which we must resolve in the coming year, and 
recommends a plan of staged growth based on my Recommended FY 89 Capital 
Improvements Program (CIP), which I am also sending to you today. 

The 1986 law which established the Annual Growth Policy requires 
that this Recommended AGP be sent to you at the same time as the 
Recommended CIP. Although this is only the second year that the County 
has produced a growth policy, we are already seeing the benefits of a 
process which requires us to look at fiscal decisions and growth decisions 
at the same time. 

Both the Council and Executive are now able to use the policy 
guidance in master plans, along with data on growth trends for jobs and 
housing, in helping to decide where to place new public facilities. 
Furthermore, the guidelines which the Council adopted last year for 
administering the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance permit us to 
understand how the timing and funding of roads and schools will limit or 
encourage growth. These are valuable decision-making tools for elected 
officials, and important accountability measures for County residents who 
expect us to manage the County's growth within the limits of our fiscal 
policy. 

This Recommended FY 89 Annual Growth Policy addresses several 
important growth management issues that need to be resolved in the coming 
months. My recommendations focus on these concerns: 

o Options for revising the County's methodology for 

determining the adequacy of transportation facilities. 
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o The advisability of requiring older subdivision approvals, 
made before 1982, to be tested again under new, tighter APF 
rules. 

o Adopting a methodology for testing whether school capacity 
is adequate to support growth. 

o Modifying the County's growth staging process to support 
more low and moderate income housing. 

o Improving the way Montgomery County and the cities of 
Rockville and Gaithersburg coordinate their planning 
policies. 

o Allocating new road capacity between jobs and housing in 
support of the County's adopted master plans. 

o Understanding the effect of growth on public revenues and 
expenditures -- one variable in appraising proposed policy 
or programs. 

This year's AGP also contains a status report on development in 
various policy areas of the County, along with plans for new roads and 
schools. We will build new facilities not only to overcome shortages 
attributable to past growth, but also to support new growth in conformance 
with our master plans. The AGP contains a draft resolution stating policy 
guidance to agencies of government that are responsible for administering 
the County's laws and regulations affecting growth. Finally, this 
document recommends how much new growth can be accommodated in each policy 
area of the County, based on the schedule for constructing public 
facilities recommended in the accompanying Capital Improvements Program. 

At the same time as this FY 89 AGP was being prepared, the 
Planning Board has been preparing an assessment of the County's General 
Plan. This study, which will look at the balance between all 
transportation facilities and all development called for in our combined 
master plans, is scheduled to be released in January. The General Plan 
Assessment may have overarching implications for the County's agenda of 
growth issues, including the content of master plans and the 
administration of the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. 

Revising the Test at Subdivision for Adequate Public Facilities (APF) 

In last year's Annual Growth Policy, I questioned whether the 
County is applying the APF test at the appropriate time in the development 
process. Specifically, I suggested that we study the feasibility of 
moving the test from time of subdivision to time of building permit 
issuance. I requested that we establish a committee to prepare 
recommendations on this question. The Council joined me in sponsoring 
this work. 



Michael L. Subin 


Page 3 


The Test at Permit (TAP) Committee evaluated several options for 
changing the time of the APF test, and determined that the best solution 

was to leave it at the time of subdivision. The XAP__Commi.ttee did,_ — — 

however,-propose _ two“ revisions -- as - to how the test is administered: 

o It suggested that in those areas where previously approved 
developments are not building out within a six-year period, 
we allow some of the road capacity contained in the fifth 
and sixth years of the CIP to be counted for additional 
subdivisions. The TAP Committee asked that this change, 
called Revised Test at Subdivision, be made by amending the 
FY 88 Annual Growth Policy. 

0 The Committee also suggested that the Council adopt 
legislation to restrict building permits for certain older 
subdivision approvals, especially those approved prior to 
1982, until these projects were retested under current APF 
procedures. 

1 believe that the Revised Test at Subdivision (RTAS) Proposal 

has merit: it provides a more realistic match between the schedule for 

funding and building new roads, and the time it takes for subdivisions to 
be contructed. However, the proposal has not received important and 
necessary public comment. Therefore, I am suggesting that we use the 
regular annual cycle for AGP decisions to consider RTAS, instead of 
amending the FY 88 Annual Growth Policy as requested by the TAP Committee 
and recommended by the Planning Board. 

Our current Test at Subdivision (TAS), adopted in 1986, measures 
the adequacy of transportation facilities for growth by counting roads 
which are programmed for completion in the first four years of the Capital 
Improvements Program. The revised test would allow us to include some 
roads in the fifth and sixth years of the CIP as well. Because the County 
and the State have planned and funded so many new roads, especially in the 
fifth and sixth years, both TAS and RTAS have significant consequences for 
growth. 

The following chart demonstrates the effect of adding the fifth 
and sixth years of funding for new roads to our current Test at 
Subdivision (TAS), which includes four years. The numbers are expressed 
as "net remaining capacity," meaning how many new houses or jobs could be 
approved in the County under each alternative. (NOTE: The chart excludes 

capacity in the City of Rockville because the city's list of new road 
projects to be counted is still under discussion.) 


Countywide Net Remaining Capacity Available 


Alt OYTIAt 1 VP 

FT WJ3 opted AGP, with TAS 

FY 89 Executive Recommended AGP, with TAS 

FY 89 Final Draft AGP, with RTAS proposal 


Jobs Housing 

WT68 T47W7" 

40,584 20,677 

58,880 44,255 
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The AGP law requires that I recommend to you staging ceilings 
for each policy area of the County. Thus, my Recommended FY 89 Annual 
Growth Policy includes ceilings based on the Test at Subdivision (TAS) 
alternative/ However, I am also recommending that the Council solicit 
comment on the Revised Test at Subdivision Proposal at its public hearing 
on the FY 89 AGP. I plan to join the Council at this public hearing, and 
will make my final recommendation on RTAS after listening to the concerns 
and judgments of County residents? 

The second TAP Committee recommendation, which suggests that the 
County recapture capacity from previously approved subdivisons, presents 
both legal and policy problems. The proposal suggests that a "timely 
determination" of adequate public facilities should be required for any 
residential subdivisions approved before 1982 that have not yet started 
construction. For nonresidential subdivisions, the change would apply 
both to pre-1982 subdivisions and to post-1982 subdivisions that do not 
conform to the uses and amount of development considered in the APF test 
when the subdivision was approved. 

The TAP Committee proposal raises several legal problems. 

First, the TAP Committee report does not articulate a legitimate public 
purpose to be served by the proposed classification of older subdivision 
approvals. Second, many of these approvals required property owners to 
dedicate land for public purposes, such as rights-of-way. If the proposal 
for retesting subdivisions were instituted, the County may have to deal 
with the taking issue for these dedicated areas. Third, the effect of this 
proposal -- that the APFO is retroactively applied to certain subdivisions 
— is substantive in nature. There is a question as to whether the 
retroactive application is proper. 

The policy problem we face is this: This new provision would 

apply only to about 3% of the housing pipeline, but no one now knows how 
many nonresidential developments would be affected by the change. In my 
opinion, we should not make a change in public policy that has a minimal, 
predictable result on one hand, but an unknown potential impact on the 
other. 


Balancing the several legal concerns against the minor or 
unclear gains to be realized by this proposal to retest certain 
subdivisions, I recommend that the proposal not be adopted. TRe TAP 
Committee's recommendation was sent to the Council by the Planning Board 
in November as draft legislation. If the Council decides to introduce 
this legislation, I will express my concerns at the public hearing. 

A related issue that continues to concern me is the build-up of 
the development pipeline. Specifically, a significant fraction of 
developments approved at subdivision either do not develop or do so over 
very long periods (for example, just under 40% of the residential pipeline 
is over five years old). While some backlog is appropriate, long-term 
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presence in the pipeline ties up new road and school capacity that we have 
worked so hard to create. The Council, Executive, and Planning Board 

should strive to identify a long-term remedy for this problem _du_ri.ng_the 

-coming yearT 

Methodology for Conducting an APF Test for Schools 

Last spring the Council had before it several different 
methodologies for testing whether school capacity is adequate for new 
residential growth in the County. The Council determined that, regardless 
of the method used, there was sufficient capacity for new subdivision 
approvals in this fiscal year. In addition, the Council appointed a task 
force to recommend an approach for testing schools in the APF. That Task 
Force has successfully resolved the differences among the various 
proposals by recommending the following test: 

o Use high school clusters as the geographic area for the test; 

o Test capacity at three separate educational levels -- 

elementary, junior/intermediate/middle and high school; and 

0 Define growth capacity as 110% of Council -approved 
educational capacity. For FY 89, the Council-adopted 
educational capacity is 25 students per class in elementary 
schools, and 22.5 students per class in secondary schools. 

In its action on the Annual Growth Policy the Council will look 
at each grade level and each geographic area with this methodology, then 
will determine whether further growth capacity is available. In reaching 
this determination, the Council will recognize that the Board of Education 
has available the following options for resolving capacity problems: 

Relocatable classrooms 

Grade level reorganizations 

New schools 

Additions to existing schools 

Boundary changes 

\ > 

1 endorse the Task Force 1 s recommended approach to testing the 

adequacy of schools for future growth. This methodology has also received 
support from the Planning Board and the Montgomery County Council of 
PTAs. Using this methodology in conjunction with my FY 89-94 CIP, I 
recommend that school capacity be considered adequate for new subdivi s i ons 
in all areas of the County for FY 89 . 3 “ 


Mid-County Planning Coordination 

In reviewing the growth trends and projections for various parts 
of Montgomery County, it has become evident that the focus of growth here 
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is in the mid-County area, encompassing the Cities of Rockville and 
Gaithersburg, and the County's Gaithersburg East and Gaithersburg West 
Policy Areas: 

o More than 40% of new County jobs have been built in the 
mid-County area since 1984; 

o More than 25% of new housing has been completed in this area 
in the same time period. 

Projections of growth in the next six years show that this 
pattern will continue. With so much growth occurring in the heart of the 
County, it is essential that we take advantage of every opportunity to 
coordinate planning policies and decisions. Therefore, I am recommending 
formation of a Mid-County Planning Committee , made up of the Director of 
the Office of Planning Policies, the planning directors of the Montgomery 
County Planning Board (representing the County Council), the City of 
Rockville, the City of Gaithersburg, and the Town of Washington Grove. 


Allocating Growth Capacity to Low/Moderate Income Housing 

The Housing Opportunities Commission (HOC) has requested an 
amendment to the FY 88 Annual Growth Policy to resolve a conflict that 
exists between our policy to manage growth, and our policy to provide a 
balanced supply of housing. This conflict is caused when there are 
moratoria that prevent new housing from being approved in certain areas of 
the County. These moratoria not only prevent new affordable housing from 
starting now in those areas, but also tend to affect land prices for 
possible future approvals. 

In a separate transmittal to you, I have recommended an 
amendment to the FY 88 AGP to allow the Planning Board to approve up to 
750 housing units in the County during FY 88 for low and moderate income 
housing. These units may be approved in any policy area which has 
insufficient capacity for new housing, but in such an area, may not exceed 
125 units, if the housing is being developed by HOC, or 250 units, if HOC 
is participating with a private developer who will set aside a percentage 
of an overall project for lower income households. New developments 
covered by this amendment would continue to be required to meet Local Area 
Review criteria. 

For FY 89, I recommend that this special allocation for low or 
moderate income housing be set at 1,000 units Countywide, available at the 
rate of 125 units Tor HOC housing per policy. area, or 250 units if the 
housing is developed by a private property owner in conjunction with HOC. 
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Applying New Road Capacity to Jobs and Housing Growth 

The Council has asked what criteria we use to assign the new 
growth capacity contained in the road building program of the CIP to jobs 
or housing. The County's long-term plan for how much land is dedicated to 
jobs versus housing is not contained in the Annual Growth Policy, but 
rather on our zoning maps, based on guidance in master and sector plans. 
The purpose of the AGP is to determine a short-term staging plan for job 
and housing growth in each area in order to support orderly build-out of 
the master plans. 

My Recommended FY 89 AGP suggests two criteria that the Council 
might use for dividing growth between jobs and housingT New road capacity 
should be used to relieve subdivision moratoria, but only when such a 
decision also promotes the balance between jobs and housing called for in 
the master plan. In policy areas where no moratorium exists and new 
capacity is available, new capacity should be divided between jobs and 
housing so that a balanced supply exists to meet market demands and also 
to promote the goals of the master plans. 

Secondly, adding this factor to my recommended FY 89 ceilings 
noted earlier, would shift emphasis between jobs and housing in the ' 
Cloverly, Gaithersburg West and Kensington/Wheaton Policy Areas. If the 
Council decides to implement the RTAS proposal, I will suggest further 
shifts between jobs and housing that may be appropriate in several more 
areas wh ere RTAS rules create new capacity for growth. 


Fiscal Effects of Growth 


The Council also asked last year for an analysis of the costs 
and benefits of new residential and nonresidential growth. The Council 
indicated that it hoped to use such information to help in selecting a 
rate of development for the County. I have concluded that we do not yet 
have reliable tools for making fiscally based decisions about growth 
rates, and furthermore, that there may be serious gaps in our 7- *^ 
decision-making criteria if we base growth decisions solely on fiscal 
information. r 


The REDI model (Residential and Employment Development Index), 
developed by the Montgomery County Planning Board, seeks to look at the 
direct and indirect costs of new jobs in the County. However, this model 
still requires refinement, and my staff is working with Planning Board 
staff in this effort. When the model is improved, it may well be a useful 
tool, when used in combination with other tools, for comparing the fiscal 
effects of various types of development in different areas of the County. 
It will not, however, be applicable to the type of policy decisions that 
the Executive and Council must make on the overall rate of growth. 
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Additional Recommendations 


In the proposed guidelines for administering the Adequate Public 
Facilities Ordinance, I have agreed with the Planning Board's new chart 
describing the relationship between acceptable levels of traffic 
congestion and how many alternative transportation services are 
available. When this new set of standards is applied to the 
Fairland/White Oak area, it becomes a Group III area, with a level of 
service standard of C/D. The area will remain in moratorium for both jobs 
and housing. 

Another recommendation involves Damascus. The Planning Board, 
in preparing this year's draft document, found an error in last year's 
computations. I have submitted an amendment to the Council requesting 
that the error be corrected in the adopted AGP. The effect of the 
amendment will be to relieve the moratorium on jobs in Damascus in both 
the FY 88 and 89 AGPs. A moratorium on housing approvals will continue 
there. 


I am also suggesting that we revisit the issue of pipeline 
accuracy. Although the Planning staff has refined its pipeline accounting 
procedures in the past year, I remain concerned that there continue to be 
gaps in the information. Because the County relies on pipeline 
information for knowing how much new growth can be approved at any time 
during the year, it is essential that we use the highest standards for 
data management. I agree with the recommendation made last spring by a 
subcommittee of the Economic Advisory Council that the County adopt 
procedures for annual audits of the pipeline. I also recommend the 
establishment of an interagency technical committee, similar to the one 
set up last year for the transportation model, to manage the pipeline data. 

Conclusion 


Preparing an Annual Growth Policy requires a great deal of. 
information and thoughtful dialogue. I want to acknowledge the assistance 
that my staff and I received in this effort from .the Montgomery County 
Planning Board and its staff, as well as from other public bodies, ci-Yic 
groups, and individuals. I look forward to continuing this important 
dialogue about growth issues with the Council in the months ahead. 


SK:cfm 


cc: N. Christeller, Chairman 

Montgomery County Planning Board 
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I. SUMMARY OF GROWTH POLICIES FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY 


Using the AGP to Coordinate County Growth Policies 

In April, 1986, the Montgomery County Council passed Bill 11-86 which 
provided for the establishment of an Annual Growth Policy for Montgomery 

County. This-enabling— leg-is-lat-ion-stat-ed- t-he-purpose- of- -t-he-Annual-Growth 

Policy (AGP) to be: 

... an instrument that facilitates and coordinates the use of the 

various powers of government to limit or encourage growth and development 

in a manner that best enhances the general health, welfare, and safety of 

the residents of the County. (Section 33A- 13(a)(2)) 

Shortly after adopting Bill 11-86, the County Council, acting as the 
District Council, also adopted Subdivision Regulation Amendment 86-4, an 
amendment to the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO). In addition to 
providing a more explicit role for the Executive in Adequate Public Facilities 
matters, 86-4 also provided for the approval of APF ceilings and criteria 
through the Counci 1 -adopted AGP or, alternatively, by Council resolution. The 
Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance, known as the APF or APFO, is at the 
center of the County's growth management process; it is the most frequently 
used, widely applied, administratively complex and controversial public policy 
related to growth. 

The County Executive's Recommended FY89 AGP reaffirms the intent of the 
APFO; i.e., to stage growth so that development does not outpace public 
facilities. It also recommends specific criteria to tie more closely 
jobs/housing APF ceiling allocations to adopted master plan land use policies. 

The AGP recognizes that the APF represents but one of many growth-related 
policies adopted by the County Government over the years. Others are also 
found in adopted policies such as: 

o the Housing Policy; 

o planning documents, including the General Plan, master plans and 
sector plans and. the Comprehensive Water Supply and Sewerage Systems 
Plan; 

o regulations and laws, such as the Moderately Priced Dwelling Unit 
(MPDU) Ordinance and the Zoning Ordinance; 

o County program statements including the economic development program, 
the Agricultural and Open Space Preservation Program and the Public 
Services Program; and 

o County budgets, including the CIP and the Operating Budget. 

A summary of growth policies in Montgomery County is included at the end 
of this discussion. The sum of these policies provides a collective vision of 
how the County should grow and develop. Because these policies are adopted at 
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different times, on varying schedules, in different contexts and for different 
reasons, the Annual Growth Policy offers a mechanism for the County Executive 
and County Council to weave together funding and growth ceiling decisions to 
make sure our collective vision will materialize. The AGP offers the 
opportunity to establish and modify policies and to address possible conflicts 
among County policies. 

Last year's AGP demonstrated the value of this interrelated process. In 
the FY 88 AGP, the County Council and County Executive accepted their joint 
responsibility for integrating the County's growth management system and the 
achievement of other County policies. In addition to adopting guidelines for 
administering the APFO, the Council incorporated a more urban based definition 
of transportation in those administrative guidelines in order to reconcile a 
conflict between the APFO and the County's desire to revitalize Silver 
Spring. The Planning Board and County Executive have also recommmended to the 
Council an amendment to the FY 88 AGP to reconcile a conflict between the 
development of affordable housing and moratoria created by the APFO. 

This year a reevaluation of the General Plan, is scheduled to begin in 
January. The Executive expects this revision may have overarching 
implications for the County's agenda of growth issues, including the content 
of master plans and the administration of the APFO. 

Growth Policies of Montgomery County Government 

A major goal of the growth policy legislation is to ensure that the 
public facilities in the CIP and the growth policy in the AGP are consistent 
and mutually supportive. The Executive urges County residents to recognize 
that the County's growth policies, which include all of the following, state 
our vision for the future and the means to achieve that vision: 

o To direct land use in such a way that private property rights and the 
public interest are both protected. 

o To guide the location, type and size of private development through 
master plans and zoning requirements. 

o To provide a land use pattern differentiated by "wedges", where 
greenspace and open space are preserved through combined government 
and private action, and "corridors", where private development and 
public facilities are focused and encouraged. 

o To coordinate the timing of private development with the provision of 
public facilities. 

o To schedule the funding and construction of public facilities through 
the Capital Improvements Program in such a way that the government 
fulfills its obligation to support orderly private development. 

o To encourage appropriate commercial development of new and existing 
businesses and government agencies in order to provide for growth in 
economic opportunity, to expand our tax base, and to increase career 
opportunities within the County's borders. 
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To guide housing development so that we maintain a diversified 
housing mix, a range of prices and types to accommodate households 
with different needs and incomes, and housing within reasonable 
distance of workplaces, recreation and shopping. 

o To provide convenient, accessible and reasonably-priced mass transit 

op por t u nit ie s-s o-t h at re side nt s have alternative ways to travel— to- — 

work, school, recreational and social events. 

o To encourage intense development of both housing and commercial space 
in the vicinity of Metrorail stations consistent with master plans. 

o To revitalize and encourage the redevelopment of economically 
important central business districts that offer both retail and 
professional services. 

o To provide recreational, human service and cultural facilities that 
are conveniently located and responsive to the diverse needs and 
preferences of County residents. 

o To provide equal opportunity for quality public education in all 
parts of the County, and to increase higher educational 
opportunities, especially through programs that respond to the needs 
of our growing population of scientific and technical employers. 

o To protect the natural environment from the consequences of growth, 
by regulating activities which might damage soils, streams, water 
supply, air quality, plants and wildlife, and by preserving 
agricultural and open space. 

o To further energy efficiency and to promote cost-effective energy use 
throughout all segments of the community while maintaining efforts to 
meet environmental goals and guidelines. 

o To protect our investment in public facilities by funding public 
services that efficiently use the capacities of our buildings and by 
providing adequate funds for timely renovation and maintenance. 

o To balance our major requirements for facilities to meet the 

obligations of growth with rigorous fiscal planning, so that the cost 
of government programs and services does not rise beyond publicly 
supportable levels. 

o To draw on multiple means for financing the public facilities and 
services needed to support growth, including tax revenues, general 
obligation debt, developer contributions, state and federal funding, 
and user fees. 

o To plan for debt financing of public facilities that is responsible 
and readily supportable under reasonable projections of revenue 
growth in the County. 
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II. DISCUSSION OF POLICY ISSUES IN THE FY 89 AGP 


A. Report on Test at Permit: the Revised Test at Subdivision and the 
Recapture Proposals" " ' 

The Test at Permit Proposal 

In the FY 88 AGP, the Executive recommended that the Council consider the 
feasibility of replacing the test at subdivision with a Test at Building 
Permit (TAP). The Executive's preliminary analysis of the TAP proposal 
suggested that TAP would improve the County's APFO system in the following 
ways : 

o Reduce the amount of reserved road capacity tied up by inactive 
subdivision approvals; 

o Stop development where existing approvals exceed programmed capacity, 
thereby improving both the practical effectiveness and public 
confidence in the APFO system; and 

o Create a better match between the time that new road capacity becomes 
available and the time when traffic from development approvals 
actually appears. 

Accomplishments of the TAP Committee 

In March, 1987, the Council and Executive appointed a Test at Permit 
Committee and charged the committee to identify potential problems which might 
arise in implementing an APF Test at Permit, to develop specific solutions to 
these problems, to make recommendations among alternative solutions and, in 
the final analysis, to assess the overall feasibility of an APF Test at 
Building Permit. 

The Committee identified significant problems with moving the APF test to 
the time of building permit such as: 

o Placing developers at greater financial risk; 

o Creating the potential for unfinished grading of land; and 

o Eliminating developer participation in road building. 

In addition, based on data presented by the Planning Board, the Committee 
was not convinced that capacity was being hoarded by inactive subdivision 
approvals. During its early deliberations, the Committee decided to develop 
and evaluate other means by which a closer correlation could be made between 
growth and capacity and to recommend a specific test for implementation. The 
Committee examined the following alternatives to the Test at Building Permit: 

o A Test at Road Permit (TARP); 

o A Time-limited APF Certificate; 

o A Market Adjusted Staging Test at Subdivision (MAS/TAS); and 

o A Revised Test at Subdivision (RTAS) . 
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These alternatives are analyzed and described in detail in the Committee's 
Report, Placement Of The Adequate Public Facilities Test In Montgomery 
County's" Development Process (August 1987). 

The Revised Test at Subdivision Proposal 

The _ CommiTtee rec omm^ed - the _ R e^i sed“T es t _ at' 'Subd'ivis i ori - ^ - rep 1 ace “the - 
current Test at Subdivision because it was the most workable means of 
improving the match between development approval and capacity. The basic 
difference between the Test at Subdivision (TAS) currently being used and the 
proposed Revised Test at Subdivision (RTAS) is the ability to consider 
capacity, provided by improvements programmed in the fifth, sixth and seventh 
years of the road building program of the County and the State of Maryland. 

The current system, TAS, considers only that road capacity programmed in 
the first four years of the State and County construction programs, based on 
the assumption that these roads are certain to be complete when needed by 
additional development. TAS assumes that subdivisions will build out in four 
years, but RTAS recognizes that in some areas, the buildout of subdivisions 
takes six years or longer. Therefore, RTAS proposes to count capacity 
programmed later in the CIP in policy areas where it will not be needed by new 
development until these later years. 

The TAP Committee asked the Planning Board and the Executive to recommend 
to the Council an amendment to the FY 88 AGP to change the APFO guidelines to 
reflect RTAS. The Committee hoped Council hearings on the RTAS proposal would 
take place in the Fall of 1987 so that the RTAS procedure would be effective 
by January, 1988. 

The Committee made its recommendations without an opportunity to see and 
analyze the new ceilings created by RTAS. It noted these ceilings would be 
part of the amendment to the FY 88 AGP submitted for the Council's 
deliberations, and that the Council would have the opportunity to examine the 
ramifications of RTAS on an area by area basis before deciding to revise the 
ceiling in any policy area. 

The TAP Committee Proposal has been sent to the Executive as an amendment 
to the FY 88 AGP by the Montgomery County Planning Board. In his transmittal 
memo, Norman Christeller, Chairman of the Planning Board, describes the 
following procedures for RTAS: 

o Looking at the Planning Board's Forecast of development of the 
employment and housing pipeline, it is possible to count capacity 
programmed in later years with the confidence that these programmed 
improvements will be provided before they are actually needed by 
staged developments. 

o To further ensure that the improvements in the later years of the CIP 
are actually programmed to be provided within that time frame (and 
will not be "slipped"), the Committee recommended that before 
approving a development which would use capacity programmed in those 
later years, the County would verify that the improvement would be 
provided prior to the completion of the development. 
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o Because of "the greater uncertainty concerning the schedule of road 

construction in the later years,. three safeguards have been included: 

1. A sliding scale is used to keep the year of expected completion 
of a road well ahead of the year of expected build-out of the 
pipeline. 

2. Less than 100% of the road capacity may be allocated if the 
pipeline build-out will occur no more than two years after the 
scheduled road completion. 

3. Roads beyond the fourth year of the CIP may be counted for these 
purposes only if the Executive certifies that the completion 
schedule is firm and reliable." (See Table below.) 

Therefore, RTAS provides that in those areas where buildout of the pipeline is 
forecasted to take more than six years, portions of roads programmed in the 
outyears of the CIP and beyond may be counted toward APF capacity. 

Table 1 illustrates how to calculate ceiling based on the Revised Test at 
Subdivision methodology. Table 2 shows the projected time for building out 
the housing and employment pipeline in individual planning areas. 


Table 1 


Revised Test at Subdivision 


Portion of Traffic Capacity that May Be Relied Upon 
Where Pipeline Build-Out Occurs After the Sixth Year of the CIP 


Year In 
Which 

Percentage of Road Capacity 
to be Used in Calculating Ceilings 

P i pel ine 

Year in 

Which Road Completion 

is Scheduled 

Builds Out 

5th Year 

6th Year 

7th Year 

7th 

75% 

0 

0 

8th 

100% 

50% 

0 

9th 

100% 

100% 

0 

10th or later 

100% 

100% 

75% 
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Table 2 


Years for WHich the Pipeline of Job's (J) and 

Housing JJni_ts_(H )_are_For eca sted_to_Bu i_l d _0ut 


Policy Area 

88 89 90 91 92 93 
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SI 


Olney 
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H 
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■ 


Potomac 
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H 
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Silver Spring/ 
Takoma Park 

■■SSHH 








7 

8 

9 

1Q> 


for use with 
FY 88 RTAS Ceilings 



7 

8 

9 

10b 

for use with 
FY 89 RTAS Ceilings 


Source: Planning Staff, October 1987 
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Key Features of RTAS 

The Executive agrees that RTAS has merit, as described in the paragraphs 
below; but recognizes that the proposal has not had full public debate. 

o RTAS would replace the assumption that all subdivisions countywide 
build out in four years with a policy area by policy area review. 

This review will look at actual building levels and market forecasts, 
thereby producing a better match between development, approvals and 
the County's programming of facilities. 

o RTAS has built-in protections to assure that we are realistic in 

determining how much additional capacity to count for growth from the 
fifth and sixth year CIP projects. It is applied only in those 
policy areas where the pipeline buildout is longer than four years. 

o RTAS does not count all of the additional capacity, but rather scales 
the percent of capacity counted to the length of time forecasted for 
pipeline buildout. It counts only those roads that have a firm and 
reliable completion schedule, as certified annually in a special May 
15 publication of the Executive's Approved Road Program. 

o RTAS gives the Council more flexibility to integrate growth and 
fiscal policies. The present APF guideline requiring roads to be 
100% programmed in the first four years of the CIP forces the Council 
to choose between the cost of front-end loading the CIP or creating 
development moratoria. RTAS responds to this problem by allowing the 
out-years of the CIP and beyond to be counted for APF purposes. 

o RTAS lifts moratoria, particularly in the 1-270 corridor. Map 1 on 
the following page shows policy areas in the County expected to be 
closed for new subdivision approvals under the recommended ceilings, 
which count four years of capacity. Map 2 shows that RTAS in FY 89 
would lift jobs moratoria in all but two policy areas. It would lift 
housing moratoria in all but four areas. 

The following chart demonstrates the effect of adding the fifth, sixth 
and seventh years of funding for new roads to our current Test at Subdivision 
(TAS), which includes four years. The numbers are expressed as "net remaining 
capacity," meaning how many new houses or jobs could be approved in the County 
under each alternative. (NOTE: The chart excludes capacity in the City of 

Rockville because the city's list of new road projects to be counted is still 
under discussion.) 


Table 3 

Countywide Net Remaining Capacity Available 


Alternative 



Jobs 

Housing 

FY 88 Adopted AGP, with TAS 



30,168 

14,547 

FY 89 Executive Recommended 

AGP, 

with TAS 

40,584 

20,677 

FY 89 Final Draft AGP, with 

RTAS 

proposal 

58,880 

44,255 
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Map 1 


Effect of 

Executive's Recommended 
FY 89 Ceilings 

Based Orr4 Years of Road Construction 



V, 


NO NEW APPROVALS FOR HOUSING 
NO NEW APPROVALS FOR JOBS OH HOUSING 


Moratorium to be lifted due to construction 
of 1-270 spurs in the first four years of the CIP. 
(See Chart 2, Page AGP-32 for clarification). 
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Map 2 


Effect of FY 89 Ceilings 
Under RTAS* 

Based On 6 Years of Road Construction 


Revised Test at Subdivision (RTAS) As Recommended By TAP Committee 
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Both TAS and RTAS allow for increased development capacity. The road 
building programs of the County and State have been accelerated to "catch up" 
in areas where new roads are needed. These new roads provide enough new 
traffic capacity not only to catch up but also to permit further job and 
housing development. 

UnTike the 'or tgiTfal “TAP - proposal , the RTAS proposal would not reduce the 

amount of road capacity tied up by inactive subdivision approvals nor stop 
construction in areas where development approvals exceed programmed road 
capacity. Instead RTAS would modify the APF definition of capacity to produce 
a better match between when traffic from development approvals actually 
appears and when capacity for that traffic is available. In effect, RTAS 
proposes to include in the FY 89 ceilings all the new capacity that, under 
TAS, would have become available during the next two to three years. This 
change does not necessarily mean more immediate construction, however. One of 
the features of RTAS is its assumption of slower buildout of subdivisions to 
match the six-year schedule for building roads. 

Given the magnitude of these increases, the Executive believes the RTAS 
proposal warrants a thorough airing and a careful review by both the Council 
and the public. The Executive recommends that the Council forego the proposed 
RTAS amendment to the adopted FY 88 ceilings in order to allow adequate time 
for a focused debate on the proposed FY 89 RTAS ceilings. The Executive will 
participate with the Council in the public hearing, reserving judgment on the 
extent of his support for RTAS proposals until after the hearing. 

The Proposal to Retest Older Subdivison Approvals 

In addition to RTAS, the TAP committee recommended a new APF test for 
previously approved subdivisions not subjected to the current, tighter APF 
Test. This test, the so called "recapture" proposal, would apply at building 
permit. Prior to 1982, the Planning Board made an adequacy finding solely on 
the basis of Local Area Review. Furthermore, for nonresidential subdivisions, 
an owner could receive a building permit for an amount of square footage in 
excess of that approved at the time of subdivision. Thus, both housing and 
commercial subdivisions approved prior to 1982, or, in some cases after 1982, 
were not subjected to an APF Test as strict as is applied today. 

To close this loophole, the County would need to "recapture" these old 
approvals by refusing to issue a building permit until the subdivision passed 
a new APF test. The recapture provision would be applicable primarily to 
pre-1982 subdivisions. For residential subdivisions, recapture would apply to 
those approved before January 1, 1982 for which no building permits have been 
issued to date. For nonresidential subdivisions, the change would apply to 
any aprovals made before January 1, 1982, and also to those approved after 
that date, but whose proposed development exceeds the amount considered at the 
time of subdivision. Draft legislation to implement these changes has been 
sent to the Council by the Planning Board, as requested by the TAP Committee. 

The Executive recommends against the recapture proposal for both legal 
and policy reasons. Some of the legal issues raised by the recapture proposal 
are as follows: 
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The County lacks a clear public purpose for classifying subdivision 
approvals granted before January 1 , 1982 separately from those 
approved after January 1, 1982. The equal protection test requires 
that the government use a classification system which has a rational 
relationship to a legitimate public purpose. The TAP Committee did 
not articulate a legitimate public purpose to be served by the 
proposed classification. 

o Many subdivision approvals require property owners to dedicate land 
to the county for rights-of-way. If recapture were instituted, the 
County would have to deal with the taking issue for these rights of 
way dedicated before 1982. In some cases, the County might have to 
compensate the property owner for the right-of-way. In other cases, 
the County might choose to abandon the right-of-way. In this case, 
even if the County were able to dispose of the property, it might be 
liable for a temporary taking. 

o The County may be estopped contractually from making property owners 
submit to a second APF test at building permit if the subdivision 
approvals involved site plan agreements, public improvements, 
agreements or other such contracts. 

o The effect of this proposal is that the Adequate Public Facilities 
Ordinance would be retroactively applied to certain previously 
approved subdivisions. If such retroactive application is 
substantive in nature, there is a question as to whether the 
retroactive application is proper. 

The policy implications of the recapture proposal are difficult to 
evaluate because only incomplete information is available on who would be 
affected by the proposal. Approximately 3% of residential subdivisions are in 
the category of those approved prior to 1982, which have not yet started 
construction. No comparable reliable information about the affect of the 
change on nonresidential subdivisions is available. It is difficult to 
support a change that has an unknown effect on nonresidential development. 

Balancing the several legal concerns against the relatively minor or 
unclear gains to be realized by the recapture proposal, the Executive 
recommends that this proposal by the TAP Committee not be adopted. 

B. Guidelines for Evaluating School Capacity 
Background 

School facilities have been included in the Adequate Public Facilities 
Ordinance since 1973. Last year the County made significant progress in 
developing a formal methodology for testing the adequacy of schools. In the 
FY 88 Annual Growth Policy, several methodologies were recommended but 
differences among them were not resolved. However, the Council did determine 
that school capacity was adequate for FY 88 under any of the proposed 
methodologies. Following action on last year's growth policy, the Council 
appointed an interagency task force to recommend a methodology for evaluating 
school capacity. 
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The task force recommended guidelines to address three outstanding 
issues. These guidelines, which are endorsed by the County Executive in this 
FY 89 Annual Growth Policy, are as follows: 

1. School Capacity Measure. Use 110 percent of the Council -funded 

program capacity as the APFO capacity measure, recognizing that the 
4-year time frame used in^ the jneth o_dology_ a_ll ows adequate _t.lme.-to. 

i mpl ement alternatives for increasing capacity where necessary. 

2. Grade Level Aggregation. Test the adequacy of capacity for each of 

the aggregated school levels: elementary, junior/ intermediate/ 

middle, and high school. 

3. Geographic Areas. Test school capacity for each of these levels 
within each high school cluster, looking at adjacent clusters for 
surplus capacity where necessary. This approach better focuses on 
the problem areas while still allowing flexibility for both growth 
and educational planning. 

Growth Management Decisions and Educational Policy 

The overall methodology is described below. This system recognizes both 
the authority of the Council to make growth management decisions and the 
authority of the Board of Education to set educational policy. It should be 
emphasized that the standards for evaluating the impact of growth under the 
adequate public facilities test are not the same as the educational standards 
the County has been using, and will continue to use, in funding the public 
education program. 

Where fiscally possible, the Council should fund the school construction 
needed to meet the Board of Education's program capacity guidelines. However, 
because the Council is charged with the overall growth management of the 
County, it should have the final authority to define school capacity for the 
purposes of administering the adequate public facilities ordinance. 

Major Elements of the Proposed Methodology 

Time Frame Each year, the Council makes a determination in the 
Annual Growth Policy whether school capacity will be available for 
the students who are projected to come from new residential 
subdivisions. The evaluation uses a four year time frame, the same 
time frame used in evaluating road capacity. For example, additional 
growth could be approved in the FY 89 Annual Growth Policy if school 
capacity (as projected in the Executive's Recommended FY 89-94 CIP) 
exceeds the enrollment projected for September 1992. If capacity is 
inadequate, additional residential growth may not be allowed. 

Projects Not Subject to Test A de minimus rule applies to smaller 
developments. That is, school capacity evaluation is waived for 
developments of 10 or fewer single-family units, 17 or fewer 
townhouses, or 40 or fewer apartment units. The number of 
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school-aged children generated by smaller scale development is not 
high enough to warrant the disapproving the development even if the 
cluster area is closed to larger scale development. 

Geographic Areas The capacity determination is made for each of the 
high school clusters. There are 21 such geographic areas in the 
county. (See Maps in Section III, AGP-59.) Where sufficient 
capacity is not available within a cluster, the test would look at 
adjacent clusters to see if they have sufficient surplus capacity to 
cover the projected deficiency. This change focuses attention on the 
problem areas, making it less likely that capacity deficits within 
individual clusters might be masked by the overall adequacy of an 
administrative area. 

Grade Level Aggregation A separate adequacy test is performed for 1 
each of the school levels — elementary, junior/ intermediate/ 
middle, and senior high school. Within a high school cluster 
boundary, capacity would be compared with enrollments for each of the 
three levels. This approach more accurately reflects the degree of 
flexibility available to the Board of Education in addressing 
capacity problems. It is not realistic to assume that the three 
levels within a cluster can be reorganized easily to accommodate 
capacity deficits. 

110 Percent as Capacity Measure The APFO capacity measure is 110 
percent of the Council-funded program capacity. This assures Council 
control of the capacity measure for APFO purposes, but also requires 
the Council to consider and judge the MCPS capacity measures. 

Council -funded regular program capacity for FY 89 is a class size of 
25 for grades 1-6 and all-day Kindergarten where it is currently 
provided, and a class size of 22.5 for secondary students. 

Alternatives for Increasing Capacity In the event the methodology 
demonstrates that enrollments will exceed school capacity in any of 
the 21 high school clusters, the Council still may allow the Planning 
Board to approve new residential subdivisons. Such a decision 
recognizes the flexibility the Board of Education has in 
accommodating excess enrollments. Several alternatives available to 
the Board include: 

* relocatable classrooms for use on a temporary basis (relocatable 
classrooms are not counted in the permanent capacity of a school); 

* construction of additions; 

* construction of new schools; 

* grade reorganizations; and 

* boundary changes. 
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County Executive's Recommendation to the County Council on School 
Capacity 

The Executive recommends that the methodology prepared by the task force 
be adopted. Using this methodology in combination with the Executive's 
Recommended FY 89-94 CIP, there will be adequate school capacity in 1992 for _ 
-new-resident-ia-1- subd-i vi s ion approval s — in - aT1~"part~s' of' th^CdurTty - made in FY 89. 

C. Coordinating Mid-County Growth with the Cities of Rockville and 
Gaithersburg 

Interaction between the planning officials of the County and the cities 
of Rockville and Gaithersburg is becoming increasingly important, given the 
intensified competition within the development community for new subdivision 
approvals. The mid-County area has seen enormous amounts of growth in the 
past few years and demand for additional growth is likely to continue unabated 
in years to come. Specifically, data for the Rockville, Gaithersburg East and 
Gaithersburg West Policy Areas show that: 

o 43% of all non-residential completions and 27% of all housing 
productions from 1984 to 1986 occurred in these policy areas. 

o 37% of all jobs and 22% of all housing forecasted for the County in 
the next six years are projected for these policy areas. (See Map 3.) 

Rockville and Gaithersburg are the largest incorporated cities in 
Montgomery County. Each jurisdiction has independent planning authority, as 
does the Town of Washington Grove, which lies on the border of Gaithersburg. 

While a good relationship exists among these independent jurisdictions, 
there has been a lack of communication and coordination of planning policies 
between the County and the cities. The County's 1985 Gaithersburg Vicinity 
Master Plan recommended greater coordination on interjurisdictional planning 
issues, but this process has yet to develop formally. The Executive believes 
it is time to establish coordinated planning functions between the 
municipalities and the County in its fastest growing area. 

The jurisdictions could assist one another through an exchange of 
information on development approvals, permit grants, and other data which 
impact planning policies. At present, no such coordination exists on a formal 
basis. In addition, there currently is no formal process by which one 
jurisdiction may alert the others about policy shifts which may impact growth 
management outside of their bounds. Today, all three jurisdictions rely on 
limited monitoring capabilities and often can only react to changes after 
their impact is felt. Lastly, no formalized exchanges exist at the senior 
levels of government for coordination of long-range planning policy goals and 
visions. While there is no reason to believe that the goals and visions of 
these jurisdictions differ dramatically or conflict with one other, there is 
also no means of assessing whether policies and goals complement each other. 
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The Executive recommends establishment of a new formal process, including 
the convening of a Mid-County Planning Committee, composed of the Director of 
the Office of Planning Policies and the planning directors of the Montgomery 
County Planning Board, representing the County Council, and the cities of 
Rockville and Gaithersburg. The Town of Washington Grove may also wish to be 
i ncl uded^ JU_though_Wash i ngton. Gro.ve-has-l-itt le-rema-ini ng— land -that-ts subject 
to new development, it lies between the Gaithersburg City and County borders. 

This group would meet periodically to discuss and, as appropriate, 
resolve planning and growth policy issues. The Committee will work toward 
establishing mutual growth management goals while respecting jurisdictional 
independence. Committee members would be charged to: 

o provide information regarding policy changes which may impact outside 
of their jurisdictional bounds; 

o develop a land use vision for the overall area; and 

o form a strategic plan to arrive at the vision through implementation 
of compatible, if not identical, planning policies. 

The Executive has contacted the Mayors of Gaithersburg, Rockville and 
Washington Grove, and has learned tht each of these jurisdictions would 
welcome increased cooperation and communication on growth concerns for the 
Mid-County area. 

D. Special Ceiling Allocation for Affordable Housing Developments 

The Executive recommends that the special allocation of capacity for 
affordable housing developments, recommended as an amendment to the FY 88 
Annual Growth Policy, be continued in the FY 89 Annual Growth Policy. The 
rationale for including it remains the same; i.e., the conflict in public 
policies. While the APFO requires that development be prohibited in areas 
with inadequate public facilities, the County's Housing Policy calls for the 
provision of a balanced supply of housing, with an emphasis on addressing the 
housing needs of low and moderate income families. The effect of the APFO is 
to establish a moratorium on residential development in many areas of the 
County. Clearly, accomplishing the goal of providing affordable housing is 
hampered by the strict application of the APFO in these areas. 

By continuing a special allocation for affordable housing development in 
the FY 89 AGP, the County permits and even encourages developers to take 
advantage of a federal tax incentive program designed to overcome some of the 
financial burdens involved with developing this kind of housing. The tax 
incentive program is scheduled to expire on December 31, 1989, and applies 
only to units constructed and occupied by that date. 
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The special allocation applies to HOC sponsored developments, or to 
private developments approved by HOC. For HOC developments, approximately 50% 
of the units are reserved for low and moderate income families. In private 
developments, 20% of the units are designated for occupancy by families at or 
below 50% of the area median, or 40% of the units are set aside for families 
at or below 60% of the area median. The remainder of the units in either case 
are market rate units. 

As stated in the Executive's Recommended Amendment to the FY 88 Annual 
Growth Policy, this special allocaton may be used in any policy area that has 
insufficient net remaining capacity. If HOC develops the property, the 
Planning Board may approve up to 125 units per policy area; if a private 
developer uses this allocation, 250 units may be approved. All applications 
must pass Local Area Review criteria. 

One aspect of the special allocation is altered from the FY 88 AGP. The 
Executive recommends that the maximum number of units which may be approved 
countywide under this additional ceiling is increased from 750 in the FY 88 
AGP to 1,000 in FY 89. In practical terms, if HOC is the developer for all 
the units approved under this special allocation, approximately 500 affordable 
housing units will be created. If the allocation is used by the private 
sector, the result would be 200 to 400 such units. 

The Executive supports a special allocation in the FY 89 AGP and believes 
that it provides a limited, and short-term solution to the more general 
problem of providing sufficient quantities of affordable housing. 

Counci lmembers Adams and Hanna have been working with a task force established 
to explore approaches to this problem. The Executive looks forward to working 
with them and others to find a comprehensive way to meet the need for 
low/moderate income housing throughout the County. 

E. Coordinating Jobs/Housing Policies in Master Plans and in the APFO 

In adopting the FY 88 AGP, the Council issued the following directive for 
the preparation of the FY 89 AGP: 

The methods and criteria employed in apportioning available 
development capacity between residential and nonresidential 
development should be explained in full, and any potential revisions 
worth consideration in the apportionments for individual Policy Areas 
should be identified. 


Background: The Functions of Jobs/Housing Decisions in Master Plans 

and in the APFO 


The County relies on the General Plan and master plan process to 
establish long-term policies for the location of the County's employment and 
housing centers. Master plans represent the blueprint for the buildout of 
each of the County's Policy Areas. Through a Sectional Map Amendment, the 
Council adopts master plan recommended zoning for each parcel of land in the 
County, thereby establishing land use policies for the ultimate distribution 
and density of both residential and nonresidential land uses. The interaction 
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between the land use and transportation elements of master plans determines 
the ultimate holding capacity for an area as measured over the long (15 to 20 
years) term. Generally, in establishing an end-state balance between County 
transportation and land use policies, a master plan sets holding capacities 
for jobs and housing. 

Through the the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance, the Council 
coordinates the construction of master planned roads with the buildout of land 
uses. The APFO requires the Council annually to adopt Level of Service 
standards and corresponding development capacity ceilings. The level of 
service standards express the County's policy for the acceptable level of 
traffic congestion in each area, given our plans to build roads and the 
availability of transit alternatives in that area. The capacity ceilings are 
defined as the number of new jobs or housing units a policy area's 
transportation system can accommodate in the immediate future, while 
maintaining traffic at the acceptable congestion levels set by public policy. 

In sum, in the General Plan and Master Plans, the Council establishes the 
long-term pattern of jobs and housing for the County as a whole, and for each 
area. In contrast, in the APFO, the Council adopts annual jobs and housing 
ceilings to stage the rate of private development so that an adequate level of 
transportation service is maintained in each area. 

Coordinating Jobs/Housing Decisions in the Annual Growth Policy 

The Executive believes an important function of the Annual Growth Policy 
process is the opportunity for the Council to manage growth by coordinating 
planning decisions found in different plans and regulations. Because jobs and 
housing allocations are found both in master plans and in the APFO ceilings, 
the Annual Growth Policy process offers the Council an opportunity to manage 
growth by coordinating APF ceilings with local area master plans. 

The Executive recommends for the Council's consideration the following 
set of criteria for allocating unused capacity between jobs and housing. The 
Executive advises the Council that shifts in the rates of jobs to housing 
ratio are only mid-course refinements of County planning policies, with 
minimal impact on the long-range housing and employment strategies set in the 
County's Master Plans. 

Before applying these criteria, the Executive recommends that the Council 
make preliminary assessments that the adopted master plan and the adopted 
level of service standard for each policy area are appropriately linked. In 
those master plans where the Council finds outdated land use policies or an 
apparent imbalance in the end state plan, the Council may want to link any 
changes in the jobs/housing ratio to a scheduled revision of the master plan. 
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Recommended Criteria 


These criteria address two distinct situations: policy areas where 

little or no development capacity is available, and those where surplus 
development capacity exists. All of the information needed to apply the 
criteria is found in the statistical profiles for each policy area in Section 
IV . 

I ♦ Policy areas with little or no development capacity, distribute 
capacity between jobs and housing to prevent a moratorium in "either 
category unless this change would allow the market to undermine 
adopted master plan policy. The steps for using this crite ria 
include the following: 

Compare the amount of existing jobs to the master plan job holding 
capacity. Compare the amount of existing housing to master plan 
housing holding capacity. Review the average rate of development for 
each use over the past five years to judge whether the market might 
undermine master plan policy. Where the supply of jobs approaches 
its master planned limits at a pace significantly faster or slower 
than the supply of housing approaches its master plan holding 
capacity, the overall land use plan for the policy area may be 
undermined. 

In the Damascus area, for example, housing growth is approaching Its 
holding capacity at a much faster pace than jobs growth approaches 
its holding capacity. As a result, development is predominantly 
residential with a shortage of nearby places of employment. In order 
to allow the job supply to "catch up" with the existing housing 
supply, the Executive supports the proposed allocation which extends 
the moratorium on housing in Damascus in FY 89 (no reallocation of 
jobs to housing). 

2. Policy Areas with Surplus Development Capacity 

Distribute capacity so that both the jobs and the housing categories 
hold sufficient net remaining capacity to accommodate growth during 
tne~next five years. Allocate any remaining surplus capacity~to 
shift the existing jobs-to-housing ratio nearer to the Master Plan 
holding capacity jobs-to-houslng ratio . ~ 

Use the previous five year annual growth trends for jobs and housing 
in each policy area to determine the jobs and housing ceilings needed 
to provide for five years of growth. 

Application of the Capacity Transfer Criteria 

The Executive recommends reallocation of transportation capacity between 
jobs and housing in several areas. The rationale for these changes appears In 
the paragrapahs below. A summary of Executive recommended reallocations for 
the FY 89 TAS ceilings, and possible reallocations for the FY 89 RTAS 
ceilings, are found in Tables 4 and 5. Note that one housing unit 
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utilizes a capacity equal to that of two jobs. The Executive recommends that 
the Council take both the recommended criteria and the specific jobs/housing 
capacity transfers to public hearing. Following the public hearing, the 
Executive may make further recommendations regarding capacity transfers. 


Rationale for the Executive's Recommended Transfers. 


Cloverly Area The Executive endorses the Planning Board's recommended 

transfer of jobs to housing in the Cloverly Policy Area. 
This transfer of jobs to housing could allow an early 
lifting of the housing moratorium in the area. Even though 
the Planning Board proposed a one-to-one transfer of jobs 
to housing, the Executive recommends that the Council 
maintain the two-to-one relationship between housing and 
jobs. 


Gaithersburg East 
Gaithersburg West 
Germantown East 
Areas 


In the 1-270 Corridor extending from Gaithersburg to 
Germantown, the Executive recommends a redistribution of 
capacity which would facilitate development of this area 
as an employment center. In these areas of the County, 
the existing jobs/housing ratio is considerably lower than 
that called for in Area Master plans. Surplus housing 
capacity should be shifted to boost the jobs ceiling in 
the Gaithersburg West area under the recommended ceilings. 


Under the RTAS ceilings, a similar transfer also would be 
prudent in the Gaithersburg East, Gaithersburg West and 
Germantown East policy areas in order to allow development 
to proceed at a rate conforming both to market demand and 
to master plans. 


Kensington-Wheaton The Executive supports the Planning Board's recommeded 
Area transfer of jobs to housing in the Kensington-Wheaton 

Policy Area. Currently, the allocated jobs capacity in 
this area greatly outweighs the allocated housing capacity. 
The Kensington-Wheaton Master Plan and the Wheaton CBD 
Sector Plan — both of which will be revised in the near 
future — will determine the appropriate distribution of 
jobs and housing in the area. In the meantime, the County 
may need to reallocate some job capacity to housing in 
order prevent a housing moratorium and to preserve the 
opportunity to pursue new housing strategies during and 
following revision of the Master and Sector Plans. 


The Executive points out that this reallocation will have 
the effect of delaying job creation in the Wheaton CBD. 
For this reason, as it approves the reallocation, the 
Council should also reaffirm its commitment to revise the 
Sector Plan in a timely manner. Residents of this area 
have expressed varied opinions on the degree of job 
creation required in the Wheaton CBD, and should have an 
opportunity to express their views during the public 
hearing on the ceiling levels. • 
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Table 4 


PROPOSED SHIFTS BETWEEN JOB AND HOUSING CEILINGS 

FY 89 Executive Recommended TAS Ceilings 
(Counts Four Years of Road Capacity) 


Planning Board Executive 

TAS Scenario Recommendation 


Policy Area 

FY88 

Ceiling 

FY89 

Ceiling 

Net 

Remaining 

Capacity 

FY89 

Ceiling 

Net 

Remaining 

Capacity 

Cloverly 

Jobs 

Housing 

591 

(468) 

341 

(218) 

259 

(1,039) 

341 

(343) 

259. 

(1,164) 

Gaithersburg 

West 

Jobs 

Housing 

21,307 

7,240 

23,307 

10,240 

2,717 

6,018 

29,307 

7,240 

8,717 

3,018 

Kensington- 
Wheaton * 
Jobs 
Housing 

11,184 

5,710 

7,184 

7,710 

4,630 

2,835 

7,184 

7,710 

4,630 

2,835 


* The Executive concurs with the reallocation of jobs to housing as 

recommended by the Planning Board for the Kensington-Wheaton Policy Area. 

NOTE: One housing unit utilizes capacity equal to that of two jobs 
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Table 5 


PROPOSED SHIFTS BETWEEN JOB AND HOUSING CEILINGS 

FY -89 -Forecasted- R-TAS-Gei-1-ings 

(Counts Six Years of Road Capacity) 


Planning Board Executive 

FY 89 RTAS Scenario FY 89 RTAS Scenario 


Policy Area 

FY88 

Ceiling 

Forecasted 

Ceiling 

Net 

Remaining 

Capacity 

FY89 

Ceiling 

Net 

Remaining 

Capacity 

Cloverly 

Jobs 

591 

341 

259 

341 

259 

Housing 

(468) 

(218) 

(1,039) 

(343) 

(1,164) 

Gaithersburg 






East 

Jobs 

14,937 

25,937 

8,389 

29,937 

12,389 

Housing 

9,545 

16,545 

8,981 

14,545 

6,981 

Gaithersburg 

West 

Jobs 

21,307 

25,807 

5,217 

35,807 

15,217 

Housing 

7,240 

15,240 

11,018 

10,240 

6,018 

Germantown 

East 

Jobs 

3,996 

10,496 

5,329 

14,496 

9,329 

Housing : 

678 

6,678 

4,630 

4,678 

2,630 

Kensington- 
Wheaton * 

Jobs 

11,184 

7,184 

4,630 

7,184 

4,630 

Housing 

5,710 

7,710 

2,835 

7,710 

2,835 


* The Executive concurs with the reallocation of jobs to housing as 

recommended by the Planning Board for the Kehsington-Wheaton Policy Area. 


NOTE: One housing unit utilizes capacity equal to that of two jobs 
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F. The Fiscal Consequences of Growth 


In the FY 88 AGP, the Council asked the Planning Board and the Executive 
to address the following issue: 

The fiscal benefits and costs of new nonresidential and related 
residential development on County and State revenues and expenditures 
should be measured with sufficient detail so that policymakers will 
know the fiscal consequences of a given rate of development. 

The Council has requested that we improve our ability to understand the 
relationship between growth and County revenues/expenditures. In fact, this 
request asks for two types of information; i.e., a model to evaluate fiscal 
implications of new developments, and a model to assess the fiscal 
consequences of the growth called for in master plans. 

The Executive cautions against basing growth decisions solely on fiscal 
calculations. Elected officials must balance many public interests, including 
fiscal considerations, when deciding whether or not to approve specific 
projects, to encourage a faster or slower growth rate, or to adjust the balance 
between jobs and housing The impact of these decisions on industry in the 
County may be quite different from the revenue/expenditure impact on the 
treasury of the County. Federal facilities are an example: NIH might cost 

more in expenditures than it brings in in revenues, but it is one of the major 
economic assets of the County. Probable fiscal impacts are an important 
consideration, and we should refine our capacity to assess this impact. The 
social, moral, legal and economic justifications for growth must also be part 
of the equation. 

Evaluating the Costs and Benefits of Development Projects 

The REDI model (Residential and Employment Development Impact model) 
developed by the Park and Planning Commission is the only model that is 
currently available for estimating costs and benefits of specific developments 
in the County. It is a fiscal impact model that seeks to measure the direct 
( jobs-related) and indirect (households-related) effects of a given 
development. The model is intended for evaluating one or a few developments 
at a given time. That is, the model estimates revenues to the County from 
income, property and business taxes, and Government expenditures for services 
such as schools, transportation, and police. It does not model the County's 
economy and lacks the capability to predict growth trends. It is not a useful 
policy tool for making macroeconomic decisions such as choosing an optimal 
growth rate for the economy. 

The Executive believes the County needs to improve the REDI model before 
it is used for the purpose it is designed for, namely, to evaluate the fiscal 
impact of specific projects. For example, the model uses average costs and 
revenues. It would be more appropriate to use marginal costs and revenues when 
estimating the net fiscal impact of specific projects. In addition, there is 
no provision in the model for distributing costs and revenues over the lifetime 
of a project. Given the fact that most projects take longer than a year to 
complete, and Governmental expenditures are not uniform over time, it is 
important to use discount factors to estimate the fiscal impact in terms of 
the net present value. 
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How Growth Affects Revenues and Expenditures 

Continuing growth is anticipated in and called for by the County's 
approved master and sector plans. Whether expressed Jn t^ms^f po^ulatjLon _ 
households, or -jobsy growth impl ies increases irf CIP expenditures and in the 
operating budget. A large part of the Capital Improvements Program is 
initiated to provide roads, schools, and other facilities to implement master 
plans and to meet the needs of new development, both commercial and 
residential . 

Growth also permits increases in funding sources. New revenues to fund 
CIP expenditures come from property taxes, personal income taxes, developer 
contributions and impact fees, and increased State funding for roads, schools 
and other facilities. Legislation enacted in 1986, for instance, requires 
developers to pay impact fees to support approximately one-half of the cost of 
new roads needed in the newly developing areas of Germantown and Eastern 
Montgomery County. Furthermore, the State of Maryland has been sensitive to 
the fact that Montgomery County provides a major portion of the State's tax 
revenues through economic development, and has an affluent working 
population. Consequently, the State has been both expanding and accelerating 
its road construction program within the County, as' well as supporting the 
County's share of the capital obligation for METRO. 

Expenditures for major public facilities to support growth are financed 
in large part by debt because other revenue sources, such as impact fee 
receipts or state contributions for schools, are often not received when the 
actual expenditure is required. The County's long-term debt, issued in the 
form of General Obligation bonds, includes substantial "forward funding" to 
compensate for delayed repayments from other sources. The County's AAA Bond 
Rating is due in part to our programs for planned and staged growth, coupled 
with strong fiscal and economic policies. 

Expenditures for public services to support growth are funded in the 
County's operating budgets. Operating expenses are the largest factor in the 
overall cost of government. As the County grows in population, reasonable 
increases in the size of that workforce are appropriate. It is the County's 
policy to limit additional staffing to essential services, such as public 
safety, and to programs where effective service delivery itself depends on 
staffing in proportion to the number of people served. 

Assessing the Fiscal Consequences of Growth 


Given the relationships between growth and expenditures, the Executive 
feels that the County may need to develop a more comprehensive economic model 
to enable us to evaluate the fiscal implications of growth policy decisions. 
The Executive staff is working on developing the capability to assess the 
fiscal consequences of growth, and will coordinate these efforts with those of 
the Planning Board. 

Notwithstanding the need for fiscal impact information, the Executive 
would like to emphasize that growth policy decisions are necessarily more 
comprehensive than decisions made solely for fiscal reasons. For example, by 
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aiming at the objective of minimizing expenditure or maximizing revenue 
through decisions based on fiscal calculations, the County risks defeating 
certain other socially desirable policy objectives. For instance, promoting 
low-cost housing or high-tech office developments may not be possible if 
decisions are based solely, or even mainly, on fiscal criteria. The Executive 
wants to ensure that these concerns and problems are kept in focus while 
considering the fiscal consequences of developments. 

G. Pipeline Accuracy 

The Executive recommends further work to ensure the accuracy of pipeline 
data. The pipeline should be the County's record of all approved but unbuilt 
subdivisions. The County relies on accurate and up-to-date pipeline 
information to determine how much net remaining capacity is available for new 
growth in each policy area at any time. It is essential that we use the best 
tools at our disposal for compiling pipeline data. Although the Planning 
Board staff has refined its pipeline accounting procedures in the past year, 
further improvements are necessary. 

A review of several of this year's growth issues reaffirms the need to 
upgrade pipeline accuracy. For example, during study of the "recapture" 
proposal, the Executive learned that the pipeline does not include all 
subdivision approvals granted prior to 1982. Without an understanding of the 
number of pre-1982 subdivision approvals, the Council cannot properly evaluate 
the full effect of the pipeline pipeline on remaining transpotation capacity. 

After the Planning Board updated its pipeline files this fall, the 
Executive became aware of a previously unnoticed, but highly significant, 
decrease in capacity for the Gaithersburg policy areas. This drop in net 
remaining capacity resulted from an accounting procedure which incorporates 
pipeline data from the City of Gaithersburg at yearly intervals. The Planning 
Board has since modified its monitoring of municipal pipeline data to update 
the County's files on a semi-weekly basis. Nonetheless, this episode 
demonstrates the ongoing need to streamline pipeline accounting practices. 

In response to this need, the Executive proposes the establishment of an 
interagency technical committee to oversee improvements to pipeline data 
management. The technical committee should consist of staff from the 
Executive branch, the Planning Board, and the planning departments of the 
Cities of Rockville and Gaithersburg. Staff from these agencies will share 
information concerning subdivision approvals and will work to incorporate more 
accurate data into the pipeline calculations. 

In addition, the Executive concurs with the recommendation made last 
spring by a subcommittee of the Economic Advisory Council, calling on the 
County to adopt procedures for annual audits of the pipeline. Annual audits 
will provide an additional degree of confidence when utilizing pipeline data 
for policy-making. 
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III. GROWTH CEILING RECOMMENDATIONS 


Section 33A-13(d)(l) of the Annual Growth Policy requires: 

By January.. 1 of each ye ar, the County Executi_ve_mu st__s.end_to_the_Coun±y 

Council recommended growth capacity ceilings for each planning policy 
area, for both residential and employment land uses, that are consistent 
with the recommended Capital Improvements Program. 


Housing and Jobs Ceilings, Based on APF Test for Transportation 

As explained in the "Definitions" in the Appendix, ceilings are the total 
amount of development, expressed in terms of housing units and jobs, that have 
been determined to. be balanced with existing and programmed transportation 
facilities for the area. 


The Executive's Recommended Ceilings, based on the first four years of 
the FY 89 Recommended CIP, are found in Tables 6 and 7. Map 4 shows the 
policy areas that remain closed for new subdivision approvals under the 


recommended ceilings. These include: 

o Bethesda CBD 
o Cl overly 
o Damascus 
o Fairland/White Oak 
o Gaithersburg East 
o Germantown West 
o North Bethesda 


No new approvals for jobs 

No new approvals for housing 

No new approvals for housing 

No new approvals for jobs or housing 

No new approvals for jobs 

No new approvals for jobs or housing 

No new approvals for jobs or housing* 


There may be changes to the Executive's recommended APF transportation 
ceilings because of the difference between the recommended CIP and the roads 
assumed in the Planning Board's "Anticipated FY89 Ceilings". Some roads were 
included in the Recommended CIP, but not assumed in the Planning Board's 
"Anticipated" scenario. Other roads were included in the Planning Board's 
scenario, but not in the recommended CIP. 


These differences and their expected effect on the recommended ceilings 
are summarized in the chart below. Executive staff will conduct a modet run 
with staff at the Planning Board in order to evaluate the actual relationship 
betwen the recommended CIP and the APFO Transportation Ceilings. The relevant 
tables will be corrected, based on the new information, and sent to the 
Council. 


* Moratorium to be lifted due to construction of 1-270 spurs in the first 
four years of the CIP. 
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Chart 1 


PROJECTS COUNTED IN THE "ANTICIPATED" FY 89 CEILINGS, 
BUT NOT IN THE RECOMMENDED FY 89 CEILINGS 


NAME 


POLICY AREA LIKELY EFFECT ON CEILING 


Key West Ave., 1-270 to Gude 
Longdraft Road 
Middlebrook Road 
Waring Station Road 


Gaithersburg West 
Gaithersburg West 
Germantown West 
Germantown West 


Medium Decrease 
Medium Decrease 
Medium Decrease 
Small Decrease 


PROJECTS TO BE COUNTED IN THE RECOMMENDED FY 89 CEILINGS, 

BUT NOT COUNTED IN "ANTICIPATED" FY 89 CEILINGS ' 

NAME POLICY AREA LIKELY EFFECT ON CEILING 


Friendship Boulevard 
Jones Lane 
MD 117 Widening 
(scope change) 

1-270 East Spur 
1-270 West Spur 


Bethesda/Chevy Chase Small Increase 

Gaithersburg West Small Increase 

Germantown West Medium Increase 


North Bethesda Large Increase 

North Bethesda Large Increase 
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Table 6 


Executive's Recommended FY 89 TAS APF Transportation Ceilings 


(January, 1987 Base) 

Housing 


Jobs 

Units 

Policy Area^ 

Cei 1 i ng 

telling® 

Bethesda CBD 3 

9,246 

1,865 

Bethesda/Chevy Chase 3 

11,100 

4,240 

Cloverly^ 

341 

(343) 

Damascus 

854 

(129) 

Fairland/White Oak 5 

1,286 

2,240 

Gaithersburg East 

14,937 

9,545 

Gaithersburg West^ 

29,307 

7,240 

Germantown East 

5,746 

2,178 

Germantown West 

6,965 

3,624 

Kensington/Wheaton^ 
North Bethesda'® 

7,184 

8,916 

7,710 

2,421 

Olney 

2,613 

5,313 

Potomac 5 

3,295 

4,493 

Rockvi 1 le^ 

20,325 

2,753 

Silver Spring CBD 

14,835 

3,383 

Silver Spring/Takoma Park 

1,380 

824 

TOTAL 9 

149,005 

81,076 


1 The ceilings indicate the amount of jobs or housing units by which the road 

capacity in the recommended FY 89-94 CIP or FY 88-93 CTP exceed the estimated 
level of development as of January 1, 1987. Negative numbers, shown in 
parentheses, indicate the amount by which the existing development exceeds 
the recommended FY 89 ceiling. . 

2 Group I Policy Areas are not assigned staging ceilings. In these areas, 

subdivision applications are subject to Transportation Local Area Review, as 
well as to relevant zoning and water and sewer constraints. 

3 Staging Ceilings were not adopted for Bethesda CBD and Bethesda/Chevy Chase 

as separate policy areas in the FY 88 AGP. 

4 Staging Ceilings reflect Executive's recommended reallocation of jobs and 

housing units. ■ / 

5 Staging Ceilings are estimated based upon roadway level of service standard 

as a Group III policy area. All of the tests to confirm these values for 
the ceilings have not been completed as of January 1, 1988. 

6 Staging Ceilings for this policy area are based on zoning. 

7 The Executive recommends separate staging ceilings for the Rockville policy 

area in the FY 89 AGP. Final interpretation of which projects to rely upon 
from the Rockville CIP were still under discussion as of January 1988. 

8 In any policy area with insufficient net remaining capacity, the ceiling is 

amended by 125 or 250 housing units for affordable housing developments, up 

to a maximum of 1,000 countywide. See AGP text for specific guidelines. 

9 Totals value negative ceilings as zero; as final staging ceilings for the 1 

City of Rockville have yet to be determined, all totals exclude the Rockville 
Policy Area. j _ 

10 Large increases in ceilings expected due to construction of 1-270 spurs in 

first four years of the CIP. 
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Table 7 


Cap acity Remaining Under .Executive’s Recomme nded FY 89 TAS Transportation Ceilings 

(January 1987 Base) 


JOBS 


HOUSING UNITS 


Policy Area 

Bethesda CBD 5 
Bethesda/Chevy Chase^ 
Cloverly 6 
Damascus 7 

Fair land /White Oak 8 
Gaithersburg East 
Gaithersburg West 6 
Germantown East 
Germantown West 
Kensington/ Wheaton 6 
North Bethesda* 

Olney 

Potomac 9 

Rockville 10 

Silver Spring CBD** 

Silver Spring/Takoma Parkll 


Jobs 

Ceiling 

9,246 

11,100 

341 

854 

1,286 

14,937 

29,307 

5,746 

6,965 

7,184 

8,916 

2,613 

3,295 

20,325 

14,835 

1,380 

118,005 


Pipeline ^ 

9,833 

1,341 

82 

246 

10,006 

17,548 

20,590 

5,167 

7,935 

2,554 

9,539 

698 

428 

14,000 

4,085 

880 

90,932 


Remaining 

Capacity 2 * 

(587) 

9,759 
259 
608 
(8,720) 
(2,611) 
8,717 
579 
(970) 
4,630 
(623) 
1,915 
2,867 
6,325 
10,750 
; 500 

40,584 


Housing 

Units 

Ceilinfc 2 

1,865 

4.240 
(343) 
(129) 

2.240 
9,545 

7.240 
2,178 
3,624 
7,710 
2,421 
5,313 
4,493 
2,753 
3,383 

824 

55,076 


P ipeline 3 

850 

707 

821 

535 

5,295 

7,564 

4,222 

2,048 

5,081 

4,875 

2,593 

2,922 

2,336 

850 

383 

207 

40,439 


Remaining 

Capacity 2 * 

1,015 

3,533 

(1,164) 

(664) 

(3,055) 

1,981 

3,018 

130 

(1,457) 

2,835 

(172) 

2,391 

2,157 

1,903 

3,000 

617 

20,677 


TOTAL 12 

I ' 27 ° SP “ rS " “* tirSt °‘ th * 

2 ny P olicy area with insufficient net remaining capacity, the celling is amended by 125 or 
text h f or^pecific guidelines? ble housing developments up to a maximum of 1,000 countywide. See AGP 

jobs or housing units in subdivisions approved up to October 8.1987. This total 
includes buildings completed between January 1, 1987 and October, 1987. ’ total 

^Capacity remaining after the pipeline is subtracted from the staging ceilings shown in the 
previous column. Number in parentheses are negative and indicate arias in moratorium 

areai^in the 1 F? S 88 W AGP n0t adopted for Beth esda CBD and Bethesda/Chevy Chase as separate policy 

6 Staging Ceilings reflect Executive’s recommended reallocation of jobs and housing units. 

Pipeline reflects a proposed amendment to the FY88 AGP to correct an accounting error of 
existing development in the Damascus Policy Area, B 

8 • 

Staging Ceilings are estimated based upon a recommended change to the roadway level of service 

lo!! L? r £ UP IV to . a . G ^ ou P III Policy Area. The tests to confirm these numbers for the 
cei l in B s have not been completed as ot January 1, 1988. 

^Staging Ceilings for this policy area are based on zoning. 

, 1 ,^ t K 6ins - Ce j: li I 16S w ? re not ad °P ted for Rockville in the FY 88 AGP. Final interpretations of 
1988 projects t0 rely upon from the Rockville CIP were still under discussion as of January 1, 

11 Since the FY 88 AGP was adopted, an amendment was made to separate Silver Spring into two 

p £ ^ovemb!r S io 198? 1P fs l Sa;»- C «f ^h 8 t"? Remaining Capacity reflect the numbers that were adopted 
on November 10, 1987, as part ot the Silver Spring amendment to the FY 88 AGP. K 

• Y? lu ? ne s atlv ? capacities and ceilings as zero; As final staging ceilings for the Citv 
ot Rockville have yet to be determined, all totals exclude the Rockville Policy Area. y 
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NO NEW APPROVALS FOR JOBS 


NO NEW APPROVALS FOR JOBS OR HOUSING 

.♦Moratorium is to be lifted due to construction of 1-270 sours in the 
first four years of the CT.P . (See Chart 2, Pa«e AGP- 3 2 for clarification.) 
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RTAS Information 


of 

RTAS, which calls for counting all six years of the CIP under certain ^ ^ 
circumstances. Map 5 displays the effect of RTAS cei linos in FY 89 ThP 
chart below indicates the differences between the ^oads assumed in 
Planning Board's RTAS scenario and the Recommended CIP, along with their 
expected effect on the ceilings. Finally, Table 10 compares the ce?linas and 

tho S runder n RTAS^ C1tieS ^ ExeCUt1ve ' s Commended Ceilings (TAS) with 


Under RTAS, the APFO moratorium will continue in; 


o Bethesda CBD 
o Cloverly 
o Damascus 
o Fairland/White Oak 
o Germantown West 


No new approvals 
No new approvals 
No new approvals 
No new approvals 
No new approvals 


for jobs 

for housing 

for housing 

for jobs or housing 

for housing 


cnart z 

PROJECTS TO BE COUNTED IN THE EXECUTIVE'S FORECASTED FY 89 rt/k rrn twpc 
BUT NOT COUNTED IN THE PLANNING STAFF S ANTICIPATED FY 89 ™s CEIUNGs’ 


NAME 

Friendship Boulevard 
Robey Road 
Fairland Road East 
Goshen Road 
(scope change) 

Jones Lane 
Middlebrook Road 
(scope change) 

MD 117 Widening 
(scope change) 

Veirs Mi 11/Twinbrook Pkwy 


POLICY AREA 

Bethesda/Chevy Chase 
Fairland/White Oak 
Fairland/White Oak 
Gaithersburg East 

Gaithersburg West 
Germantown West 

Germantown West 

North Bethesda 


LIKELY EFFECT ON CEILING 

Small Increase 
Small Increase 
Small Increase 
Medium Increase 

Small Increase 
Medium Increase 

Medium Increase 

Small Increase 


PROJECTS COUNTED IN THE PLANNING STAFF'S ANTICIPATED FY 89 RTAS CEILINGS 
BUT NOT IN THE EXECUTIVE'S FORECASTED FY 89 RTAS CEILINGS * 


NAME 


POLICY AREA LIKELY EFFECT ON CEILING 


Briggs Chaney Rd Widening 
MD 124/Shady Grove Connection 
Longdraft Road 
Waring Station Road 
ICC: US 29 to PG Line* 

MD 28: Key West to MD 124* 

MD 124: MD 28 to Longdraft* 


Fairland/White Oak 
Gaithersburg East 
Gaithersburg West 
Germantown West 
Fairland/White Oak 
Gaithersburg West 
Gaithersburg West 


Medium Decrease 
Medium Decrease 
Medium Decrease 
Small Decrease 
Large Decrease 
Medium Decrease 
Medium Decrease 


♦These projects are projected for completion in FY 94, one year beyond the 
r! at Vk S 1 X ’ ye ! r .4 CTP ‘ Accordln 9 to the current RTAS proposal, these projects 
Sf the Count J's 6 cip eVen th ° Ugh th * 1r com P letion coincides with the sixth year 
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Table 8 


Final Draft Recommended FY 89 RTAS 
APF Transportation Ceilings' 

_ ( Janu a ry ,_1 98 7B ase ) 


Policy Area^ 

Bethesda' CBD^ 
Bethesda/Chevy Chase^ 
Cloverly 
Damascus 

Fairl and/White Oak^ 
Gaithersburg East 
Gaithersburg West 
Germantown East 
Germantown West 
Kensington/Wheaton 
North Bethesda 
Olney 
Potomac^ 

Rockville^ 

Silver Spring CBD 
Silver Spring/Takoma Park 

Total? , 


Jobs 

Housing 

Units 

Ceiling 

Cei ling8 

9,246 

1,865 

11,100 

4,240 

341 

(218) 

854 

(129) 

9,786 

3,990 

25,937 

16,545 

25,807 

15,240 

10,496 

6,678 

9,965 

4,124 

7,184 

7,710 

15,666 

5,921 

3,113 

6,063 

3,295 

4,493 

20,325 

2,753 

14,835 

3,383 

1,380 

824 

149,005 

81,076 


1 The ceilings indicate the amount of jobs or housing units by which the 
road capacity in the anticipated FY 89-94 CIP or FY 88-93 CTP exceed 
the estimated level of development as of January 1, 1987. Negative 
numbers, shown in parentheses, indicate the amount by which the 
existing development exceeds the anticipated FY 89 ceiling. 

2 Group I Policy Areas are not assigned staging ceilings. In these ~~ 

areas, subdivision applications are subject to Transportation Local 
Area Review, as well as to relevant zoning and water and sewer 
constraints. r 

3 Staging Ceilings were not adopted -for Bethesda CBD and Bethesda/Chevy 

Chase as separate policy areas in the FY 89 AGP. 

4 Staging Ceilings are estimated based upon roadway level of service 

standard as a Group III policy area. All of the tests to confirm these 
values for the ceilings have been completed as of January 1, 1988. 

5 Staging Ceilings Tor this policy area are based on zoning. 

6 The Executive recommends separate staging ceilings for tne Rockville 

policy area in the FY 89 AGP. Final interpretation of which projects 
to rely upon from the Rockville CIP were still under discussion as of 
January 1988. 

7 Totals value negative ceilings as zero; As final staging ceilings for 

the City of Rockville have yet to be determined, all totals exclude the 
Rockville Policy Area. t 

8 In any policy area with insufficient net remaining capacity, the 

ceiling is amended by 125 or 250 housing units for affordable housing 
developments, up to a maximum of 1,000 countywide. See AGP text for 
specific guidelines. 
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Table 9 


Capacity Remaining Under FY 89 Final Draft RTAS Transportation Ceilings 


(January 

JOBS 


Policy Area 

Ceiling 

Pipeline 2 

Bethesda CBD 

9,246 

9,833 

Bethesda/Chevy Chase 

11,100 

1,341 

Cloverly 

341 

82 

Damascus 

854 

246 

Fairland/White Oak 

9,786 

10,006 

Gaithersburg East 

25,937 

17,548 

Gaithersburg West 

25,807 

20,590 

Germantown East 

10,496 

5,167 

Germantown West 

9,965 

7,935 

Kens ington/Wheaton 

7,184 

2,554 

North Bethesda 

15,666 

9,539 

Olney 

3,113 

698 

Potomac 

3,295 

428 

Rockville 

14,000 

6,325 

Silver Spring CBD 

14,835 

4,085 

Silver Spring/Takoma Park 

1,380 

880 

Total ^ 

149,005 

90,932 


1987 Base) 

HOUSING UNITS 


Remaining 

Housing 

Units 


Remaining 

Capacity 3 

Ceiling* 

Pipeline 2 

Capactity: 

(587) 

1,865 

850 

1,015 

9,759 

4,240 

707 

3,533 

259 

(218) 

821 

(1,039) 

608 

(129) 

535 

(664) 

(220) 

3,990 

5,295 

(1,305) 

8,389 

16,545 

7,564 

8,981 

5,217 

15,240 

4,222 

11,018 

5,329 

6,678 

2,04^ 

4,630 

2,030 

4,124 

5,081 

(957) 

4,630 

7,710 

4,875 

2,835 

6,127 

5,921 

2,593 

3,328 

2,415 

6,063 

2,922 

3,141 

2,867 

4,493 

2,336 

2,157 

2,753 

850 

1,903 


10,750 

3,383 

383 

3,000 

500 

824 

207 

617 

58,880 

81,076 

40,439 

49,255 


ljn any policy area with insufficient net remaining capacity, the ceiling is amended by 125 or 
250 housing units for affordable housing developments, a maximum of 1000 countywide. See AGP text 
for specific guidelines. 

2 Total number of jobs or housing units in subdivisions approved up to October 98, 1987. This 
total includes buildings which were completed between January 1, 1987 and October 1987. 

Capacity remaining after the pipeline is subtracted from the staging ceilings shown the previous 
column. Numbers in parentheses are negative and indicate areas that would be in moratorium. 

^Totals value negative capacities and ceilings as zero; As final staging ceilings for the City 
of Rockville have yet to be determined, all totals exclude the Rockville Policy Area. 
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Map 5 

Effect of FY 89 Ceilings 
Under RTAS* 


Based On 6 Years of Road Construction 




NO NEW APPROVALS FOR JOBS 



NO NEW APPROVALS FOR HOUSING 
NO NEW APPROVALS FOR JOBS OR HOUSING 


•Revised Test at Subdivision (RTAS) As Recommended By TAP Committee 
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Table 10 


Comparison of Net Remaining Capacities 
Under the Executive's FY 89 Recommended TAS Ceilings 
and the FY 89 Final Draft RTAS Proposal 


TAS RTAS 

(based on 4 years of (based on 6 years of 

of road construction) road construction) 


Policy Area 

Jobs 

Housing 

Jobs 

Housing 

Bethesda CBD 

(587) 

1,015 

(587) 

1,015 

Bethesda/Chevy Chase 

9,759 

3,533 

9,759 

3,533 

Cloverly 

259 

(1,164) 

259 

(1,039) 

Damascus 

608 

(664) 

608 

(664) 

*Fairl and/White Oak 

(8,720) 

(3,055) 

(220) 

(1,305) 

♦Gaithersburg East 

(2,611) 

1,981 

8,389 

8,981 

♦Gaithersburg West 

8,717 

3,018 

5,217 

11,018 

♦Germantown East 

579 

130 

5,329 

4,630 

♦Germantown West 

(970) 

(1,457) 

2,030 

(957) 

Kensington/Wheaton 

4,630 

2,835 

4,630 

2,835 

♦North Bethesda 

(623) 

(172) 

6,127 

3,328 

♦Olney 

1,915 

2,391 

2,415 

3,141 

Potomac 

2,867 

2,157 

2,867 

2,157 

Rockville 

6,325 

1,903 

6,325 

1,903 

Silver Spring CBD 

10,750 

3,000 

10,750 

3,000 

Silver Spring/Takoma 

Pk 500 

617 

500 

617 


* Area with roads scheduled for completion in 5th and 6th years of CIP. 
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Student Ceilings, Based on APF Test for Public Schools 

The Executive recommends the adoption of the ceilings shown on Tables 11, 

12, and 13. Under the recommended new methodology for determiningif _jchool_ 

capacity -is -adequater~the Executive ~has _ determi~ne<J~ffiat — there” is” sufficient 
capacity in the school system throughout the County to permit approval of 
residential subdivision applications in FY 89. (Maps 4 and 5 illustrate the 
ceilings.) 

Table 11 

Comparison of 1992 MCPS Projected Elementary School Enrollment 
with County Executive's Recommended FY 89-94 CIP Program Capacity 


BLEMBH?ARY SCHOOLS BY HIGH SCHOOL CLUSTER AHD AREA 

PROJECTED 1992 KHROLLMRHT , RECOMMENDED CAPACITY. AHD UTILIZATION 



A 

B 

C 

D 

E 



100 PERCENT 


110 PERCENT 




COUNCIL RH0ED 


COUNCIL FUNDED 


GEOGRAPHIC AREA 

SEPTEMBER 1992 

PROGRAM CAPACITY 

CAPACITY REMAINING 

PR0MAN CAPACITY 

CAPACITY REMAINING 

HIGH SCHOOL OUSTER 

EMOLLIENT 

COUNTY EXECUTIVE'S 

AT 100 PERCENT 

COUNTY EXECUTIVE'S 

AT 110 PERCENT 

AHD AREA 

PROJECTED BY 

RECOMMENDED FYs 89-94 

B - A 

RECOMMENDED FYs 89-94. 

D - A 


RCPS 

CIP 


CIP 






8 « 110 PERCENT 


BLAIR 

3131 

5020 

-111 

5522 

391 

EINSTEIN 

2787 

2B71 

84 

3158 

371 

KENEDY 

2289 

2178 

-111 

2396 

107 

PAINT BRANCH 

3362 

3282 

-BO 

3610 

248 

SffKMOOD 

3279 

2772 

-507 

3049 

-230 

SPRIN6B800K 

4393 

4029 

-364 

4432 

39 

MEATON 

2797 

2874 

77 

3161 

364 

TOTAL AREA 1 

24038 

23026 

-1012 

25329 

1291 

BETHESOfKHEVY CHASE 

2795 

2914 

119 

3205 

410 

CMJRCHia 

2773 

2664 

-109 

2930 

157 

HALTER I0WS0N 

2812 

2652 

-160 

2917 

105 

R. HOJfTBOJCBY 

2344 

2100 

-244 

2310 

-34 

ROCKVILLE 

2113 

2766 

653 

3043 

930 

NHITNAN 

2000 

2119 

119 

2331 

331 

TOTAL AREA 2 

14837 

15215 

378 

16737 

1900 

DAMASCUS 

2959 

2883 

-76 

3171 

212 

GAITHERSBURG 

5514 

5494 

-20 

6043 

529 

RA6RUDER 

2216 

2261 

45 

2487 

271 

POOLESVILLE 

963 

851 

-112 

936 

-27 

WINCE ORCHARD 

3529 

3423 

-106 

3765 

236 

SENECA VALLEY 

4797 

4641 

-156 

5105 

308 

HATKINS HILL 

3423 

3509 

86 

3860 

437 

K00TT0N 

2897 

3358 

461 

3694 

797 

TOTAL AREA 3 

26298 

26420 

122 

29062 

2764 

TOTAL COUNTY 

65173 

64661 

-512 

71127 

5954 


ton oot rfllKt aiddl. school lot hhootoo io Atm I. II Ut hhoaloa coaaaaity nprouct iotorost, Uo Soporiotdndool 
rtcoMMdi reorginiiing for aiddle tctiool ia September 1989. 

As Met of the FY 1990 budget proem, th» Superintendent vill develop itaff recoenendations for stododont reaiiitnneats 
potent i ally affecting tko Kennedy, Rigrudtr, Rockville, sad Sheruood Clusters. The Soper ioleodent eill explore a fotore 
boundary change beteeen the Daseuus and Poolesville Clusters. 


Table prepared by Office of Ranageoent and Budget, Oeceober 21, 1987. 
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Table 12 


Comparison of 1992 MCPS Projected JIM School 
Enrollment with County Executive's 
Recommended FY 89-94 CIP Program Capacity 


Jin SCHOOLS BY HIGH SCHOOL CLUSTER AMD AREA 
PROJECTED 1992 BHROLLMBHT, RECOMMENDED CAPACITY, AND UTILIZATION 



A 

8 

C 

D 

E 



100 PERCENT 


110 PERCENT 




COUNCIL FUNDED 


COUNCIL FUNDED 


GEOGRAPHIC AREA 

SEPTEMBER 1992 

PROGRAM CAPACITY 

CAPACITY REMINDS 

PROGRAM CAPACITY 

CAPACITY REMAINING 

HIGH SCHOOL CLUSTER 

EMOLLIENT 

COUNTY EXECUTIVE'S 

AT 100 PERCENT 

COUNTY EXECUTIVE'S 

AT 110 PERCENT 

m AREA 

PROJECTED BY 

RECOMMENDED FYs 89-94 

8 - A 

RECOMMENDED FYs 89-94 

D - A 


KPS 

CIP 


CIP 



BLAIR 

1401 

1656 

255 

1822 

421 

EINSTEIN 

988 

1220 

232 

1342 

354 

KENNEDY 

1001 

1013 

12 

1114 

113 

PAINT BRANCH 

1285 

1526 

241 

1678 

393 

SHERHOQO 

1269 

909 

-360 

1000 

-269 

SPRIISBROOK 

1030 

945 

-85 

1040 

10 

KEATON 

644 

1121 

475 

1233 

587 

TOTAL AREA I 

7620 

8389 

768 

9227 

1607 

BETHESWHHEVY CHASE 

640 

923 

283 

1015 

375 

CHURCHILL 

786 

905 

119 

995 

209 

HALTER JOHNSON 

713 

752 

39 

827 

114 

R. MONTGOMERY 

1026 

896 

-131 

985 

-41 

ROCKVILLE 

862 

963 

101 

1059 

197 

OUTRAN 

1061 

1062 

1 

1168 

107 

TOTAL AREA 2 

5080 

5499 

411 

6049 

961 

DAMASCUS 

775 

991 

116 

980 

205 

6AITNERSBUR6 

1120 

1170 

SO 

1287 

167 

MAGRJJDER 

984 

792 

-192 

871 

-113 

P00LESVILLE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

QUINCE ORCHARD* 

907 

1062 

155 

1168 

261 

SENECA VALLEY 

1052 

950 

-103 

1044 

-8 

NATKINS RILL 

854 

711 

-143 

782 

-72 

N00TT0N 

898 

137 

-61 

921 

23 

TOTAL AREA 3 

6590 

6413 

-178 

7054 

464 

TOTAL COUNTY 

19298 

20300 

1002 

22330 

3032 


Docs not raflact aiddla school for Nheaton io Arts 1. Nheaton coaatinity asy (sprats interest in aiddla school. If so, 
Superintendent recoanends reorganizing Nheaton Clostir io 1789. 

As part of tht FY 1990 budget prxess, th» Sopariotandint uill develop staff recotaendations for student rcasiigneents 
potentially affecting the Xannady, Magruder, Rockville, and Shcraood Clusters. Tht Saparintrodaot aill asplort a fatura 
boundary chtngt bvtuaan tht Danascus and Pootesville Closttrs. 

Tabla prapartd by Offic* of Management and Budget, Dtcanbar If, 1987. 
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Table 13 


Comparison of. 1992 MCPS Projected High S 
Enrollment with County Executive's 
Recommended FY 89-94 CIP Program Capac 


chool 

ity 


SEHIOK HIGH SCHOOLS BY HIGH SCHOOL CLUSTER AHO AREA 

PROJECTED 1992 EHROLLMBHT, RECOMMENDED CAPACITY, AND UTILIZATION 


It I C » 




100 PERCENT 
COUNCIL FUNDED 

GEOGRAPHIC AREA 

SEPTEMBER 1992 

pftOGRAH CAPACITY 

HIGH SCHOOL CLUSTER 

ENROLLMENT 

COUNTY EXECUTIVE'S 

AMO AREA 

PROJECTED BY 

RECOMMENDED FY* 89-94 


KPS 

CIP 

HAIR 

2057 

2039 

EINSTEIN 

1285 

1386 

KENNEDY 

1245 

1359 

PAINT BRANCH 

1610 

1575 

SHERHODD 

1297 

1422 

SPRINGBOK 

1908 

1580 

NMEATON 

1169 

1188 

TOTAL AREA 1 

10571 

10548 

BETHESDA-CHEVY CHASE 

1523 

1535 

CHURCHILL 

1700 

1544 

HALTER JOHNSON 

1201 

1571 

R. H0NT60NERY 

1S1B 

1503 

ROCKVILLE 

1051 

1269 > 

HHITHAN 

1345 

1656 

TOTAL AREA 2 

813B 

9077 

DAMASCUS 

1182 

1130 

GAITHERSBURG 

1697 

1141 

INTRUDER 

1273 

1355 

POQLESVILLE 

476 

160 

WINCE ORCHARD 

1793 

1850 

SENECA VALLEY 

1584 

1679 

NATKINS RILL 

1394 

1458 

NOOnON 

1704 

1SB4 

TOTAL AREA 3 

11103 

11754 

TOTAL COUNTY 

29812 

31379 


CAPACITY REMAINING 

110 PERCENT 
COUNCIL FUNDED 
PROGRAM CAPACITY 

CAPACITY REHAININ6 

AT 100 PERCENT 

COUNTY EXECUTIVE'S 

AT 110 PERCENT 

B - A 

RECOMMENDED FY* B9-94 

D - A 


CIP 


-19 

2242 

185 

101 

1525 

240 

114 

1495 

250 

-35 

1733 

123 

125 

1564 

267 

-329 

1737 

-171 

19 

1307 

138 

-23 

11603 

1032 

212 

1688 

365 

-157 

1698 

-2 

370 

172B 

527 

-15 

1653 

135 

218 

1396 

345 

311 

1822 

477 

939 

9984 

1846 

-53 

1242 

60 

144 

2025 

328 

82 

1490 

217 

384 

945 

. 469 

57 

2034 

241 

95 

1846 

262 

64 

1604 

210 

-120 

1742 

38 • 

651 

12929 

1826 

1567 

34516 

4704 


At pari ol Ih* FY 1 990 budgat proem, tht Sopor iotondont till develop atall recooeendations lor Undent reassignoents 
potentially allKtiog the Kennedy, Hagroder, ttockvill*, oad Shtraood Cloitcri. Tbo Superintendent oill otploro a lotoro 
boundary change botoocn iho Datum and PooletvUle Clottort. 


tablo praparod by Oflice ol lUnagoont and Sudgot, Docoobor If, 1987. 
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EXECUTIVE'S RECOMMENDED PROJECTS (ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS) 
THAT WOULD INCREASE CAPACITY FOR APFO DETERMINATION 



Notes: (1) Map shows projects that increase capacity by 1992. 

(2) New and expanded facilities are only one of the methods by 
which capacity problems will be resolved. Other methods 
Include grade level reorganizations, boundary changes, and 
relocatable classrooms on a temporary basis. (See text for 
details. ) 

(3) Map not drawn to scale. 



Map 7 


EXECUTIVE'S RECOMMENDED PROJECTS (JIMS AND SENIOR HIGH SCHOOLS) 
THAT WOULD INCREASE CAPACITY FOR APFO DETERMINATION 



Notes: (1) Map shows projects that increase capacity by 1992. 

(2) New and expanded facilities are only one of the methods by 
which capacity problems will be resolved. Other methods 
include grade level reorganizations, boundary changes, and 
relocatable classrooms on a temporary basis. (See text for 
details. ) 

(3) Map not drawn to scale. 
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Resolution No.: 

Introduced: 

Adopted: 

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 


By: County Council 


Subject: Approval of FY 89 Annual Growth Policy , 


Background 

1. Bill 11-86 requires that no later than June 30 of each year, the County 
Council must adopt an Annual Growth Policy to be effective throughout the next 
fiscal year, providing policy guidance to the various agencies of government 
and to the general public on matters concerning land use development, growth 
management and related environmental, economic and social issues. 

2. On December 29, 1987, in accordance with the requirements of Bill 11-86, 
the County Executive transmitted to the County Council the FY 89 Annual Growth 
Policy (AGP) for Montgomery County, showing his revisions to the Annual Growth 
Policy Draft submitted by the Planning Board on December 1, 1987. 

3. The Executive Recommended FY 89 Annual Growth Policy proposed that the 
following growth issues be resolved during the Council's consideration of the 
AGP: 


Possible revisions to the County's methodology for determining the 
adequacy of transportation facilities; 
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jje advisabilny of requiring older subdivision approvals, made before 
1982, to be tested again under new, tighter WF rules: ’ — 


Adopting a methodology for testing the adequacy of schools tinder the APF; 


Improving the 
Gaithersburg 


way Montgomery County and the cities of R ockville and 
coordinate their planning policies; 


Criteria for allocating new road capacity between .jobs and housinq in 
support of the County's adopted master plans; — 2 


Understanding the effect of growth on public revenues and expenditures. 

Modifying the County's grow th staging process to suDoort more low an* 
moderate income housing; ~ — 


Improving accuracy of information in the p ipeline of development 
approvals. — 


The FY 89 Annual Growth Policy proposed by the County Executive and the 
Planning Board established growth ceilings by policy area for subdivisions for 
both residential and employment uses. 

4. In addition, the Annual Growth Policy report as submitted by the Countv 
Executive and the Planning Board contained supporting and explanatory 
materials including forecasts for the most probable trends in population and 

0f r e c ™ mend ? d growth capacity ceilings for each policy area 
within the County, guidelines for the administration of the APFO and other 
background information relevant to the subject of growth policy. ’The Planning 
Board also submitted two supporting reports including "Trends and Forecasts" 
and Alternative Transportation Scenarios and Staging Ceilings." 

5. On 


1988, the County Council held a public hearing on 


the County Executive's recommended Growth Policy for Fiscal Year 1989. 

» 1988, the Council conducted worksessions on the 

proposed Growth Policy report for FY 1989, at which time careful consideration 
was given to the public hearing testimony, recommended revisions of the 
Montgomery County Planning Board, and the comments and concerns of other 
interested parties. 


Action 

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, approves the 
following Resolution: 

The County Executive's recommended FY 89 Annual Growth Policy has been 
reviewed and amended by the County Council, so that the following constitutes 
the entire Annual Growth Policy for FY 89: 
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— Guidelines to Agencies of Government regarding Growth Pol i cy 


A. 


The Montgomery Co unty Plannin g Board is directed to follow the 
juidance in Section II, below, in its administration of the Adeaua te 
Kublic Facilities OrdTnanceT — quaTe 

T h e Office of Planning Policie s and the Montgomery County Plannina 
Foard are directed to coordinate with t he Cities 

— — - i tr| ersburg , and t he lown of Washington Grove, on pl anning po l ic ies. 

Executive branch agencies and the Montgomery County Plannina Roard 
a f Tdir ected to revise and improv^ 

r ° aSSeSS Utll,>r ^ easuHa 

— e Mo ntgomery County Planning Board is directed t o institute an 
jjjterage ncy technical committee to oversee accuracy of data in the 

III ! , L°l' e - Ve, ° Pm ent approval ^'^ d ^ conduct an an nual audit of 


— Guidelines for the Administration of the Adeauate Public FaciUt^c 

Ordinance : — 13 — L 

The Montgomery County Subdivision Ordinance, Chapter 50, Section 
ob(k), directs the Montgomery County Planning Board to approve 
preliminary plans of subdivision only after finding that public 
facilities will be adequate to serve the subdivision. This involves 

K JL]!L“ t l! re fr ° m pri ' vate development and comparing it to 

the capacity of existing and programmed public facilities. 

The following guidelines describe the methods and criteria that the 
iki^ 10 ? B ?? rd . and 1ts staff must use in determining the adequacy of 
P ^ bl l C ^ fa ^ TheSe 9 uidel mes supersede all previous ones Y 

adopted administratively by the Planning Board to the extent that 

S*f* 9U1de - neS c ° nfllct W1th previous ones. They also supersede 
those provisions of the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance which 

on,y untn ,he county counc ''’ had an 

The Council accepts the definitions of terms and the assignment of 
values to key measurement variables which were used by the Plannina 

B03rd 3n ? 1*1 Staff ’ and accepted b * the ^ecutive, in developed the 
recommended Annual Growth Policy. The Council delegates to the 

Planning Board and its staff all other necessary administrative 
decisions not covered by the guidelines outlined below. In its 
administration of the APFO, the Planning Board is directed to request 
and consider the recommendations of the County Executive and other 
agencies in determining the adequacy of public facilities. 

Subdivision applications may be subject to two different types of 
Local* Area 1 Review^ ^ P ° llCy Area Rev1ew - The other is called the 
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The Policy Area Review divides the County into policy areas. These 
are geographic areas for which the adequacy of public facilities is 
addressed on an area-wide basis, as follows: 


o With regard to transportation, a staging ceiling may be 
established for each policy area. 

o With regard to school facilities, a legislative determination 
will be made whether the school facilities for each policy area 
are adequate. 


The staging ceiling for a policy area is defined as the maximum 
amount of land development that can be accommodated by the existing 
and programmed public facilities serving the area, at an assigned 
level of service standard. The legislative directive concerning 
school policy areas reflects a determination whether additional 
development can be accommodated by the schools. The policy area 
staging ceilings and directives approved in this Annual Growth Policy 
are to remain in effect throughout FY 89 unless amended subsequently 
by the County Council after public hearing. 


Except for special ci rcumstances which are described below (see discussions of 
Ceiling Flexibility ), if a proposed subdivision is in a geographic policy 
area for which previously approved development (pipeline) exceeds the staqina 
ceiling, or for which a negative school facility directive exists, then the 
Planning Board must find the public facilities to be inadequate. 


The purpose of the Policy Area Review method for transportation facilities is 
to place the individual subdivision within the context of a comprehensive 
countywide assessment, which takes account of, and properly allows for, the 
upstream and downstream traffic impacts of development in various geographic 
^ re ?. s ‘. Similarly, the purpose of the policy area directives concerning school 
facilities is to reflect the ability of the public school system to 
accommodate students from new development. 


The policy area ceilings and directives described in this AGP are based on the 
f * cil1t1es 1n * he Approved FY 89-94 Capital Improvements Program and 
the Maryland Department of Transportation FY 88-93 Consolidated Transportation 
Program. These ceilings and directives and their supporting planninq and 
measurement process have been the subject of a public hearing and review 
during work sessions by the County Council. Approval of the ceilinqs and 
directives reflects a legislative judgment that, all things considered, these 
staging ceilings and procedures constitute a reasonable, appropriate, and 
desirable set of interim growth limits, which are properly related to the 
ability of the County to program and construct facilities necessary to 
accommodate growth. 


These guidelines are not intended to be used as a means for government to 
avoid its responsibility to provide adequate public facilities. Alternatives 
ava ’!? Ue for deve1 °pers who wish to proceed in advance of the adopted 
public facilities program, through the provision of additional public facility 
capacity beyond that contained, in the approved Capital Improvements Proqram 
or through other measures which accomplish an equivalent effect. 
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The administration of the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance shall at all 
times be consistent with adopted master plans and sector plans. Where 
development staging in adopted master plans or sector plans are more 
restrictive than APF guidelines, the guidelines in the adopted master plan or 
sector plan shall be used to the extent that they are more restrictive. More 
restrictive guidelines can be found in the Bethesda Sector Plan, the 
Friendship Heights Sector Plan, the Silver Spring CBD Sector Plan, the 
Grosvenor Sector Plan, the Nicholson Lane Sector Plan and the Shady Grove West 
portion of the Gaithersburg Vicinity Master Plan. The ceiling in the Potomac 
Policy Area is set at the zoning ceiling based on the policy in the Potomac 
Master Plan. The ceiling in the Fairland/White Oak Policy Area also is set at 
a level that reflects the policy of the Eastern Montgomery County Master Plan 
(see further description below). 


The ceiling in all Group I areas is set at the zoning ceiling subject to 
guidelines for Local Area Review and guidelines for water and sewerage 
facilities. ' 

A. Guidelines for Transportation Facilities 
(1) Policy Area Review 

(a) Establishment of Staging Ceilings 

For the purposes of transportation analysis, the County has been 
divided into 246 areas called traffic zones as seen in Map 8. Based 
upon their transportation characteristics, these areas are grouped 
into transportation policy areas. In many cases, transportation 
policy areas have boundaries that are the same as planning area 
boundaries. 

Map 9 shows the policy areas, and the Standard of Transportation 
Level of Service assigned to each of them. These levels of service 
standards represent a statistical average over the whole policy area. 
They are used in the calculations in the traffic simulation model 
described below. In general, the average level of service standards 
posted for each policy area are based on a policy that it is 
appropriate to permit greater congestion to occur in areas in which 
greater transit availability provides an alternative mode of travel 
for many travelers in the area. (Chart 1 provides a refined basis 
for showing the correspondence between transit availability and the 
average level of service standards.) 

Through the use of a computerized traffic simulation model, the 
Planning staff has computed a balanced relationship between a 
programmed set of transportation facilities and a geographical 
pattern of jobs and housing units. Policy area ceilings have been 
established through a process which assigns a hypothetical future 
land use pattern (i.e., jobs, and housing units derived from interim 
market projections) to the County, and tests its traffic impact 
through the use of this model. Through a process of repetitive trial 
and error, this land use pattern has been modified so that it 
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produces a traffic volume and distribution that is equivalent to the 
average level of service standard for each policy area. The staging 
ceilings established by this method are shown in Table 6. 

The ceiling in the Fair! and/White Oak Policy Area is set at the C/D 
average level of service. This reflects the policy decision in the 
Eastern Montgomery County Master Plan that housing density, reduced 
for environmental reasons near the high-quality Paint Branch 
tributaries, should be increased in the U.S. 29 corridor where it can 
be better served by transit, and that, as the number of jobs and 
housing in this corridor increases, transit service can be increased 
to adequately serve the transportation needs of this density. The 
existing and programmed transit facilities and services in the 
Fairland/White Oak Policy Area are sufficient to classify it as a 
Group III Policy Area with moderate transit service. 

The traffic simulation model takes into account all existing and 
approved development and all eligible programmed transportation CIP 
projects. For these purposes, "approved development" includes all 
approved preliminary plans of subdivision. "Eligible programmed 
transportation CIP projects" include all County CIP, State 
Transportation Program projects, and City of Rockville or 
Gaithersburg projects for which 100 percent of the expenditures for 
construction are estimated to occur within the first four years of 
the applicable programs. 

Planning staff shall keep a record of all previously approved 
preliminary plans and other data about the status of development 
projects, and continuously update the pipeline number of approved 
preliminary plans, thus constantly keeping in view, and presenting to 
the Planning Board, the amount of capacity still available under the 
adopted ceiling at any given time. When the subdivision pipeline has 
risen to meet the ceiling, no more subdivisions shall be approved by 
the Planning Board in that policy area, except under certain special 
circumstances, which are outlined below. (Table 7 shows the net 
capacity remaining as of October 8, 1987.) 

(b) Silver Spring CBD Policy Area Ceiling 

The Silver Spring CBD was established as a separate Group VI Policy 
Area in 1987, as categorized on Map 9 and Chart 3. The boundaries of 
the new policy area are shown on Map 10. 

The job and housing ceilings for this Group VI Policy Area must meet 
the following administrative guidelines: 

o All traffic limitations are derived from the heaviest traffic 
demand period, in Silver Spring's case, the p.m. peak hour 
outbound traffic; 

o The average level of service for the surrounding Silver 

Spring/Takoma Park Policy Area must not be worse than the adopted 
average standard of D/E; 
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The outbound traffic, including both local CBD traffic and 
through traffic, must not exceed the Silver Spring practical 
cordon capacity of 18,000 vehicles; 

o The Planning Board and the Department of Transportation will 

implement Transportation Systems Management for the Silver Spring 
CBD; the goal of this program will be to achieve the commuting 
goals for transit use and auto occupancy rates set out below; 

o The County Government, through the Silver Spring Parking 

District, will constrain the amount of public and private long 
term parking spaces. 


For the FY 89 Annual Growth Policy, a net remaining jobs capacity 
ceiling of 10,750 as of October 8, 1987, of which at least 2,000 must 
be retail, and 250 are reserved for standard method projects, and a 
net remaining housing capacity of 3,000 dwelling units meet these 
administrative guidelines. The parking constraints and commuting 
goals needed to achieve satisfactory traffic conditions with these 
ceilings are as follows: 


o Parking constraint 


A maximum of 17,500 public and private long-term spaces when all 
nonresidential development is built; (this maximum assumes a peak 
accumulation factor of .9, which requires verification in Silver 
Spring and may be subject to revision). Interim long-term 
parking constraints will be imposed in accordance with the amount 
of interim development. Long-term public parking spaces will be 
priced to reflect the market value of constrained parking spaces. 

o Commuting goals 

For employers with 25 or more employees, 25 percent mass transit 
use and auto occupancy rates of 1.3 persons per vehicle; and 

For new nonresidential development, 30 percent mass transit use 
and auto occupancy rates of 1.3 persons per vehicle. 

To achieve these goals it will be necessary to require developers of 
new development in Silver Spring to enter into traffic mitigation 
agreements and the employers and certain owners to submit 
transportation mitigation plans as set forth in the Transportation 
Systems Management legislation (Bill #24-87). 

Each Annual Growth Policy will reflect the Annual Report of the 
Silver Spring Transportation Management District, which must include 
a report of the status of critical signalized intersections (as 
defined in the report of October 5, 1987). The Annual Growth Policy, 
must include a projection of future traffic conditions based on 
intersection improvements in the proposed CIP and full achievement of 
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the Transportation Management District goals. The Council will take 
this Information Into account In the decisions on the Growth Policy 
and the CIP. 

In accordance with the amendment to the Silver Spring Sector Plan, 
subdivision applications for nonresidential standard method projects 
throughout the CBD may be approved for development or additions of 
not more than 5,000 square feet of gross floor area. (If, for a 
particular use, the addition of five peak hour trips yields a floor 
area greater than 5,000 square feet, that additional area may be 
approved for that particular use. ) 

(c) Special Ceiling Allocation for Low and Moderate Income Housing. 

The County's policy of balancing growth in each policy area with the 
supply of public facilities, set forth in the Adequate Public 
Facilities Ordinance and implemented through the Annual Growth 
Policy, has the effect of preventing the accomplishment of another 
important County policy; i.e. , the provision of a balanced housing 
supply, with emphasis on the availability of affordable housing for 
low and moderate income families. To encourage the provision of a~ 
housing supply which fosters the availability of affordable housing 
for low and moderate income families, the Planning Board may approve 
affordable housing subdivision applications in any policy area witfi~ 
insufficient net remaining capacity, according to the following 
guidel InesT 

1. ) An affordable housing development is defined as a housing 
development which is either owned by the housing Opportunities 
Commission or by a partnership in which HflC~~is the general 
partner; or, a privately-owned housing development in which 20% 
of the units are occupied by households at or below 50% of the 
area median, adjusted for family size, or 40% of the units are 
occupied by households at or below 60% of the area median, 
adjusted for family size. Such al development must be certified 
by HOC as having met the definition of affordable housing and the 
owner of such development must enter an agreement with H0C~to 
maintain the occupancy requirements for a period of at least 15 
years. 

2. ) For projects owned or controlled by HOC, the Planning Board 
may approve affordable housing developments which include up to 
125 units in a policy area with insufficient net remaining 
capacity. 

3. ) For privately owned affordable housing developments, the 
Planning Board may approve projects' which include up to 2bU units 
in a policy area with no net remaining capacity. 

4. ) Countywide, no more than 1000 units may be approved under 
this staging ceiling amendment in FY 8*?.' 


AGP-53 





























5. ) Affordable housing developments approved under this increase 
in the staging ceil ing'must meet the standards of Local Area ~ 
Review, (See Section 2. , Local Area Review, belowJT 

6. ) Developments approved under this provision will be added to 
the pipeline of development. 

[(c)] (d) Staging Ceiling Flexibility 

Staging Ceiling Flexibility allows the Planning Board, after 
considering the recommendation of the County Executive, to approve a 
preliminary plan application which exceeds the staging ceiling. In 
allowing the staging ceiling to be exceeded, caution should be 
exercised to assure that the average level of service is not 
adversely affected to a serious degree. 

In general, such approval above the staging ceiling shall be 
conditioned upon the planned and scheduled construction by either the 
applicant and/or the government, of some public facility projects, or 
other appropriate capacity measure, (such as the private operation of 
a transit program) which, if added to the approved CIP or CTP 
programmed facilities, will add capacity or its equivalent to the 
existing facility system and result in no lessening of the areawide 
level of service. The capacity addition must be scheduled for 
completion at the same time or before, the proposed development is to 
be completed. The application must also be approved under Local Area 
Review standards. 

The nature, design and scale of the additional project or program 
must receive prior approval from the relevant governmental agencies 
responsible for constructing or maintaining such facilities or 
programs. The recommendation of the Executive also will be evaluated 
carefully. In cases where the applicant agrees to pay for all 
necessary facilities, and the relevant administering agency has 
agreed, there normally will be no other constraint, provided that 
the project is in accordance with an adopted master plan or other 
relevant policy statement and project design is subject to mandatory 
referral . 

Where the applicant commits to provide a transit, para- transit or 
ridesharing program, such application may be deemed to have passed 
the staging ceiling test, insofar as transportation is concerned, if 
the Board finds, after reviewing recommendations of the County 
Executive, that the program will reduce the number of peak-hour, 
peak-direction automobile trips by as many trips as would be 
generated by the proposed development. After a preliminary plan has 
been approved on this basis, later applications may be credited for 
reduced trips only to the extent that the new proposal will provide 
additional reductions sufficient to accommodate all the trips 
generated by the new proposal. 
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Further staging ceiling flexibility is not available in the Silver 
Spring CBD because traffic mitigation measures of the Transportation 
^Management District- have _been_re.l-i ed- upon-to-establ-i sh- -the -eei-l-i ngs — 
for the Group VI Policy Area in Silver Spring. 

The approval of preliminary plans which add only a few vehicle trips 
will be considered on a case-by-case basis by the Planning Board. In 
general, in policy areas with no ceiling balance (i,e., no remaining 
capacity), all land at one location for which zoning or other 
constraints permit no more than ten trips in total may receive 
approval of up to five trips. Non-residential plans submitted for the 
purpose of expanding structures which were completed prior to 1982 
may receive approval for additional development which add no more 
than five trips. (The term, "all land at one location," means all 
land that would be included in a determination of whether a project 
is a "significantly sized project" under the Planning Board's 
guidelines for Local Area Transportation Review outlined in 
Montgomery County Planning Department's "Alternative Transportation 
Scenarios and Staging Ceilings," December 1987. 

[(d)] (e) Amendment of Policy Ceilings 

From time to time, these staging ceilings may be amended by the 
Montgomery County Council, after public hearing, to reflect changing 
conditions such as additions to the Capital Improvements Program or 
the State's Consolidated Transportation Program, changing patterns of 
public facility usage, revised levels of public service, and other 
relevant criteria. The effect of the various traffic alleviation 
measures approved under the 1986 Interim Growth Policy (i.e. , 
short-term traffic alleviation measures) has not been included in the 
development of the policy area ceilings. If measurable results become 
evident, consideration could be given to revision of the ceilings. 

Policy area ceilings may also be amended by the County Council to 
resolve public policy conflicts and to accomplish a particular public 
policy objective. 

[(e)] jjF) General Application and Review Procedures for 
Transportation 

For administrative purposes it is necessary to establish an 
application date for each subdivision on which to fix the size of the 
pipeline of previously approved preliminary plans. This date shall be 
established according to Rules of Procedures adopted by the Planning 
Board. The pipeline figure as of that date (i.e., the development 
possible from all previously approved preliminary plans which have 
not yet been built) shall be subtracted from the adopted 
transportation staging ceiling to determine the remaining capacity 
available for that subdivision. The following are the three basic 
situations that could result: 
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0 Transportation staging ceiling minus pipeline equals a negative 

and ^ S ff ans ^ hat there 1s no sta 9 1 ' n 9 ceiling available, 
and that staff would recommend disapproval of the plan if it were 

e " ! V° Planning Board (unless the applican?" working 
i 0Unty Executive, proposes an improvement to create 
additional capacity — see Staging Ceiling Flexibility"). In 
cases where no staging ceiling capacity is available, a waiting 
list of preliminary plans will be established. Once additional 

w^?!nn capacity becomes available, the applicants on the 

waiting list will have the proposed development placed on a 
regular Planning Board Agenda for action by the Board in the 
order of their application dates. 

o Transportation staging ceiling minus pipeline equals a positive 
number, and there is a waiting list that was previously 
established during a period of no staging ceiling capacity. In 

wal ting S ?ist 6 neW app ^ 1Cdt1on wou ^ d be placed at the end of the 

0 Transportation staging ceiling minus pipeline equals a positive 
number, and there is no waiting list. In this case, the positive 
staging ceiling number is the amount of staging ceiling capacity 
available for the new application. If the new application 
requests more than the available staging ceiling, it may be 

^ a ? pr m ed ’ and the remainder will be first in line on a 
Hil 1 P anS that were P revi '°usly partially approved under 

old guidelines are on a waiting list under these new guidelines 
. 1 ? 11 “ se l s ' P lans approvable on the basis of ceiling capacity' 
will still be subject to Local Area Transportation Review. 

(2) Local Area Review (LAR) 

The traffic simulation model used for Policy Area Review addresses 
the average level of traffic in the policy area. If this were the 
only test, an area with acceptable average level of service could 
have one or more intersections, or roadway links, with unacceptably 
poor levels of service. It is necessary, therefore, that a local area 
test be applied to assure that new development is not allowed to 
cause such congestion. 

Local Area Review shall, at all times, be consistent with the 
standards and staging mechanisms of adopted master plans and sector 
plans. In the Potomac Policy Area, only the area contributing 
traffic to the intersection of Montrose Road and Seven Locks Road 
will be subject to Local Area Review. 

In the area designated as the Silver Spring CBD Policy Area, the 
Planning Board, in consultation with the Department of 
Transportation, will prepare performance evaluation criteria for Its 
Local Area Review. These criteria will be used to accomplish: (1) 

„ ?f < ? estr l a ? s and vehicles; (2) access to buildings and 
sites, and (3) traffic flow within the vicinity, at levels which are 
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tolerable in an urban situation. The County Executive will publish a 
Silver Spring Traffic Management Program after receiving public 
comment and a recommendation from the Planning Board. This program 
- W.11 l_list— those-ac-t-ions-to -be-t-aken-by- government to maintai n r traffic 
flow at tolerable levels in the Silver Spring CBD, and protect the 
surrounding residential area. 

Local Area Review must be undertaken for subdivisions which would 
generate more than 50 peak hour automobile trips in [either] any of 
the following circumstances: ~ 

o For the policy area, total approved development is within 5 
percent of the policy area ceiling; or 

o For the local area, the proposed development is located near a 
congested area. 

o For the local area, when an affordable housing development is 
proposed under the '‘Special Ceiling Allocation for Low and 
Moderate Income housing 11 Section above" 

In administering the Local Area Review (LAR), the Planning Board must 
not approve a subdivision if it finds that an unacceptable peak hour 
level of service will result after taking into account existing 
roads, programmed roads, available or programmed mass transportation, 
and improvements to be provided by the applicant. If the subdivision 
will affect an intersection, or roadway link for which congestion is 
already unacceptable, then the subdivision may only be approved if it 
does not make the situation worse. 

The mid-point of Level of Service E is presumed to be the condition 
under which a roadway intersection or link is operating at maximum 
capacity. Critical Lane Volumes or Link Level of Service higher than 
the mid-point of LOS E are deemed to reduce the overall efficiency of 
the road network. A peak hour level of service below the midpoint of 
LOS E is unacceptable for Local Area Review. In Group I Areas, Level 
of Service below Level of Service D is unacceptable for Local Area 
Review. 

The nature of the LAR test is such that a traffic study is necessary 
if local congestion is likely to occur. The Planning Board and staff 
will examine the applicant's traffic study to determine whether 
adjustments are necessary to assure that the traffic study is a 
reasonable and appropriate reflection of the traffic impact of the 
proposed subdivision after taking into account all approved 
development and programmed transportation projects. 

For Local Area Review purposes, the prograrraned transportation 
projects to be considered are those included in the most recent 
edition of the County Executive's Approved Road Program (ARP). The 
Approved Road Program shall include only roads programmed in the 
current approved Capital Improvements Program and the Maryland 
Consolidated Transportation Program for which: 
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01 Executi f has determined that construction will begin 

proJrM? "and earS ° effecttve date of the approved road 9 

' 2) T C0unty CIP - ' 00 l> erc e"‘ » f «* expenditure for 

contracts, have been appropriated. 

For these purposes, roads required under Section 302 of the Charter 

timo% aUth0 r — d by law are not t0 be considered programmed until the 

^r rhi 0 !. l i re ^ erendum has expired without a valid petition, 

or the authorizing law has been approved by referendum. 

i^rai 1 ? 01110 ? B ° ard I aS adopted guidelines for the administration of 
Local Area Review. To the extent that they are consistent with these 
legislative guidelines, the Planning Board guidelines may continue to 

a ? p y ° r M t0 t be amended as the Panning Board deems it necessary to do 
. See Montgomery County Planning Department's report "Alternative 

these P guidel ines Cenari ° S a " d Sta9in9 Cetlin 9s," December 1987 for 

In its administration of Local Area Review, the Planning Board shall 
give careful consideration to the recommendations of the County 

<mn^n! 1Ve doncernin 9 the applicant's traffic study and proposed 
improvements or any other aspect of the LAR. 

Guidelines for Public School Facilities 

(1) Geographic Area 

For the purposes of public school analysis and local area review of 

?nI«°Ji faC1 lltle ?. at ^ me of subdivision, the County has been divided 
into 21 areas called high school clusters as shown in Map 11. These 
areas coincide exactly with the cluster boundaries used by the 
Montgomery County Public School system. 

^° unci1 evaluated available capacity in each high school cluster 
and compared enrollment projected by Montgomery County Public Schools 

r^ e flSCa year With projected school capacity four years out. 

If insufficient capacity was available, the Council determined 
whether an adjacent cluster or clusters had sufficient capacity to 
cover the projected deficit in school capacity. The Council's 
groupings were only for the administration of the Adequate Public 
Rnarl’^L 0 ^!" 3 " 06 and are not in any way a required action by the 
service^boundarfes. ,n exercUin9 ,ts t0 a «1gnata school 

(2) School Capacity Measure 

The Council used 110 percent of Council funded program capacity as 

Pohi<r h F^i a ? aC1t n "!® asure 1n the administration of the Adequate 
? liti es Ordinance. This capacity measure does not count 
relocatable classrooms in computing a school's permanent capacity. 
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Map 11 


Based on the approved FY 88-93 CIP - , the Council-funded regular 
capacity is a class size of 25 for grades 1-6, 44 9 for 
~ kindergarten where it is currently provided 22 for all-dav 
indergarten where it is currently provided, 'and an effective cl asf 
size of 22.5 for secondary grades. 

(3) Grade Levels 

hinh three 9rade 1evel clusters * elementary, J/I/M, and 

Po?icy' h are dSSeSSed se P ara tely as part of the Annual Growth 

Using the a ppr° ac h outlined above and assuming the Board of 

Education s Requested FY 89-94 CIP, results in a determination by the 

iQQ? 9 f mer flDrn Unty Counci1 that adequate school capacity exists in 

IkL APF ?o2o rpOS f S " The Counci1 declares school capacityfor 

TaMel n ar i?" 2 adequate for anticipated growth during FY 89. 

Tables 11, 12, and 13 present the results of this analysis. 

^!L P ^ annin9 Board > ln its approval of preliminary plans of 
subdivision, shall consider schools to be adequate for Fiscal Year 

C. Guidelines for Water and Sewerage Facilities 

In accordance with the language of the Adequate Public Facilities 
Ordinance itself, both for policy areas wUh a staging ceding and in 

0ne ’ ap P ll ' cat i° ns shal l be considered adequately served 
by water and sewerage if the subdivision is located in an area in 
which water and sewer service is presently available, is under 
construction, or is designated by the County Council for extension of 
service within the first two years of a current approved 
Comprehensive Water Supply and Sewerage Systems Plan (i.e. 
categories I, II, and III) or if the applicant either provides a 
community water and/or sewerage system or meets health department 

systems, as outlined in the 

dequate Public Facilities Ordinance. These requirements are 
determine either by reference to the Water and Sewerage Plan, 
adopted by the Council, or by obtaininga satisfactory percolation 
test from the County Health Department. 

w !l 1 ° nl > be accepted for further planning staff and Board 
consideration if they present evidence of meeting the appropriate requirements. 

D. Guidelines for Police, Fire and Health Services 

The Planning Board and staff shall consider the programmed services 
b ® a ?®J ua . te f or facilities such as police stations, firehouses, 
f" d h( eal If cll ? 1 ldS unless there is evidence to believe that a local 
area problem will be generated. Such a problem is one which cannot 

PronZ C ^ th e context of the approved Capital Improvements 

Program and Operating Budgets of the relevant agencies. Where such 
evidence exists, either through agency response to the Subdivision 


AGP-60 



Review committee clearinghouse, or through public commentary or 
planning staff consideration, a Local Area Review shall be 

undertaken. Such review shal 1 seek a written opinion _f_rom_the- 

relevant agency, and will require, if necessary, additional data from 
the applicant, to facilitate the completion of the planning staff 
recommendation within the statutory time frame for Planning Board 
action. In performing this Local Area Review, the facility capacity 
at the end of the sixth year of the approved CIP shall be compared to 
the demand generated by the most probable" forecast for the same year 
prepared by the Montgomery County Planning Department. 

E. Guidelines for Resubdivisions 

Applications to amend a previously approved preliminary plan of 
subdivision shall not require a new test for adequacy of public 
facilities in the following instances: 

o Revisions to a preliminary plan which has not been recorded. 

Provided that the preliminary plan has not expired and the number 
of trips which will be produced by the revised plan is not 
greater than the trips produced by the original plan. 

o Resubdivision of a recorded lot involving the sale or exchange of 
parcels of land (not to exceed a total of 2,000 square feet or 
one percent of the combined area, whichever is greater) between 
owners of adjoining properties for the purpose of small 
adjustments in boundaries. 

o Resubdivision of a recorded lot involving more than 2,000 square 
feet or one percent of the lot area provided that less than three 
years have passed since preliminary plan approval; or if 
construction has begun on any portion of the preliminary plan, 
less than five years have passed since preliminary plan approval; 
or, if construction of an APF related road improvement required 
as a condition of the original preliminary plan is proceeding as 
scheduled, less than 10 years have passed since preliminary plan 
approval. In addition to meeting the requirements above, the 
number of trips which will be produced by the revised plan shall 
not be greater than the trips in the original plan. 

HI. til.] Process for Amending Annual Growth Policy 

Chapter 33A, Division 2, of the Montgomery County Code provided that 
"the County Council may adopt a subsequent resolution, after public 
hearing, to amend the Annual Growth Policy." The amendment process 
should be reserved for situations in which a need arises to resolve 
broad policy issues without waiting for the annual cycle of revision. 
In such cases, the process should follow a format similar to the one 
provided for the annual revision process under Chapter 33A, 
consisting of the following steps: 
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(1) A request for amendment must be made in writing to the Planning 
Board. 

(2) The Planning Board may, in response to such request or on its own 
initiative, prepare an amendment. The amendment must be 
accompanied by a statement of the severity of the problem 
addressed, the nature of the conflict in public policies which is 
involved, and approaches for resolving the conflict, including 
any specific recommendations. In cases where the Council or 
Executive requests an amendment which the Planning Board does not 
support, the Board must prepare a draft which complies with the 
original request, in addition to its own recommendations. 

(3) The Planning Board's amendment must be submitted to the County 
Executive, who may make revisions in the form of specific 
additions or deletions, and who must then recommend an amendment 
to the County Council. 

(4) After public hearing by the County Council, the Council may 
approve, approve with revisions, or disapprove, the amendment 
recommended by the Executive. 

(5) The Planning Board's amendment must be forwarded to the County 
Executive not more than forty-five days after receipt of a 
written request from the Executive or Council. The Executive's 
recommended amendment must be forwarded to the County Council not 
more than thirty days after receipt of the Planning Board's 
amendment. The Council should act on the recommended amendment 
not more than 45 days after the closing of the public hearing 
record. 

IV. [III. J Issues to be Addressed During Next Fiscal Year 

In adopting the FY 1989 Annual Growth Policy, the Council recognizes 
that not all aspects of a comprehensive approach to growth policy can 
be dealt with in one year. To ensure that the policy making process 
continues to be developed and refined, the following matters are to 
be dealt with further during FY 89. 


*N0TE: This section to be filled in by Council if additional policy issues 

ari se 
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IV. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM SUMMARY 
A. Highlights 


The Recommended Annual Growth Policy and the Recommended Capital 
Improvements Program for FY 88-94 are necessarily linked. The CIP contains 
the capital projects needed to support continued orderly growth in the 
County The ceilings recommended in the AGP are based on these capital 

This year s CIP is a $1.6 billion package representing an 8% increase 
over last year s Council Approved CIP. Transportation and educational needs 
continue to be a priortiy. Together, the transportation and education CIP 

^ 9 T^ C0Un V° r * 82 ‘- 6 m ]] ll0n * or 62% of the recommended CIP (up 8 % from 
$910.4 last year). Additionally, the recommended CIP contains significant 

!!n!it!it e rtD nd carefully phased facility development programs in most other 
important CIP program areas, including central business district 
revitalization. 


B. Schools Program 


County continues its strong commitment to educational excellence 
The Recommended CIP includes $372.7 million for the Board of Education over 
the six-year period. This represents an increase of 14% over the FY 88-93 
CIP. Included in the program are 22,994 additional classroom spaces for the 
s x-year period and another 1,680 classroom spaces beyond this period. The 
County Executive continues to support the recommendation that older schools in 
need of improvements be fully modernized rather than renovated. 

New facilities being recommended in the FY 89-94 CIP are: 


o 17 new elementary schools, including the reopening of one closed 

elementary school. One new school is requested and recommended to 
open in 1995, 

o The reconstruction of two existing elementary schools, 
o One new middle school. 


o Two new senior high schools and the reconstruction of one existino 
high school. y 

o Additional classrooms for elementary, junior/intermediate/middle and 
high schools. The total additional capacity provided by the Countv 
Executive in the six-year period is 22,994 classroom spaces. 

o Another 1,680 classroom spaces will be avilable beyond the six-year 


These improvements represent a $51 million reduction in the Board of 
Education s $423.7 million request. This is a fiscally responsible approach 
which proposes construction of major new facilities when other means Sf 
providing the necessary classroom space are inappropriate or not available. 
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Chart 4 


Executive Recommendations for Additional Capacity 
by Area and Cluster 


Recommended 
Capacity (FY89-94) 


Area 1 


Blair Cluster 

1 ,894 

Einstein Cluster 

207 

Kennedy Cluster 

325 

Paint Branch Cluster 

2,650 

Sherwood Cluster 

1,632 

Springbrook Cluster 

1,137 

Wheaton Cluster 

0 

SUBTOTAL 


Area 2 

Bethesda-Chevy Chase Cluster 380 

Churchill Cluster 

300 

Walter Johnston Cluster 

248 

Richard Montgomery Cluster 

225 

Rockville Cluster 

4 

Whitman Cluster 

152 

SUBTOTAL 


Area 3 

Damascus Cluster 

1 ,415 

Gaithersburg Cluster 

2,774 

Watkins Mill Cluster 

2,960 

Magruder Cluster 

640 

Poolesville Cluster 

0 

Seneca Valley Cluster 

2,220 

Quince Orchard Cluster 

2,795 

Wootton Cluster 

1 ,036 

SUBTOTAL 

lT^TO 

COUNTY TOTAL 

22,994 


Recommended 

Capacity (Beyond FY94) 


640 

445 

77JS5 


145 

450 


1 ,680 
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Table 14 


COUNTY EXECUTIVE'S RECOMMENDED SCHOOL PROJECTS 
THAT INCREASE CAPACITY (ADDITIONS AND NEW SCHOOLS) IN AREA 1 

FY 1989-94 


Code 

# School Name 

CIP 

Project § 

Opening 

Date 

New 

Capacity 


Montgomery Blair Cluster 





1 

East Silver Spring Elementary K-3 (A) 

886541 

Sept. 

1990 

100 

2 

Forest Knolls Elemen. K-6/Hadley Farms 

866552 

Sept. 

1990 

45 

3 

Montgomery Knolls Elementary HS-2 (A) 

876510 

Sept, 

1989 

125 

4 

New Hampshire Estates Elem. HS-3 (R) 

876582 

Sept. 

1988 

635 

5 

Pine Cre$t Elementary 3-6 (A) 

896581 

Sept. 

1990 

123 

6 

Rollinq Terrace Elementary HS-6 (R) 

876582 

Sept. 

1988 

866 


SUBTOTAL 




17 m 


Albert Einstein Cluster 





7 

Highland Elementary EC-HS-5 (A) 

876509 

Sept. 

1989 

102 

8 

Wood 1 in Elementary K-5 (A) 

886583 

Sept. 

1989 

105 


SUBTOTAL 






John F. Kennedy Cluster 





9 

John F. Kennedy High 9-12 (A) 

886546 


1991 

50 

10 

Col. E. Brooke Lee Intermediate 7-8 (A) 

896580 


1990 

275 


SUBTOTAL 






Paint Branch Cluster 





11 

Paint Branch High 9-12 (A) 

866544 

Sept. 

1988 

660 

12 

Briggs Chaney Middle 6-8 (N) 

896574 

Sept. 

1991 

800 

13 

Cloverly Elementary K-5 (R) 

886543 

Sept. 

1989 

450 

14 

Greencastle Elementary K-5 (N) 

876585 

Sept. 

1988 

740 

15 

Paint Branch Elementary K-5 (N) 

886585 

Sept. 

1995 

640 


SUBTOTAL 




J7m 


Sherwood Cluster 





16 

Sherwood High 9-12 (A) 

886584 

Sept. 

1992 

150 

17 

Olney Area 1990 (N) 

886566 

Sept. 

1990 

640 

18 

Olney Area 1993 (N) 

896591 

Sept. 

1993 

640 

19 

Olney Elementary K-5 (A) 

896575 

Sept. 

1991 

202 


SUBTOTAL 






Springbrook Cluster 





20 

Springbrook High 9-12 (A) 

886536 

Sept. 

1994 

445 

21 

Broad Acres Elementary HS-6 (A) 

886542 

Sept. 

1990 

147 

22 

Cresthaven Elementary K-6 (A) 

886545 

Sept. 

1990 

250 

23 

North Springbrook Elementary K-6 (N) 

896589 

Sept. 

1991 

740 


SUBTOTAL 




T755? 

TOTAL 

ADDITIONAL CAPACITY 




8,930 


Codes : A = Addition i 

N = New School 

R = Reconstruction/Reopening of Closed School 


Notes: 


(1) Code #'s correspond to numbers appearing on the map. No code § has been 
assisgned to modular facilities since these are not shown on the map. 

(2) Paint Branch elementary school will open in 1995. Springbrook High 
school will will open Sept. 1994. All others will open by the end of FY 


1994. 
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Map 13 


EXECUTIVE'S RECOMMENDED SCHOOL PROJECTS 
THAT INCREASE CAPACITY IN AREA 2 
FY 1989-94 



SCHOOLS EXISTING 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL O 

JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL □ 

SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL A 

Notes: (1) Modular facilities are not shown on the map. 
(2) Map not drawn to scale. 
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Table 15 


COUNTY EXECUTIVE'S RECOMMENDED SCHOOL PROJECTS 
THAT INCREASE CAPACITY (ADDITIONS AND NEW SCHOOLS) IN AREA 2 

FY 1989-94 




CIP 

Opening 

New 

Code # 

School Name 

Project # 

Date 

Capacity 


Bethesda Chevy-Chase Cluster 




1 

Rock Creek Forest Elementary K-6 (A) 

886527 

Sept. 1989 
Sept. 1991 

173 

2 

Rosemary Hills Primary HS-2 (A) 

886545 

Jan. 1988 

207 


SUBTOTAL 



“18U 


Winston Churchill Cluster 




-- 

Thurchfll Cluster 6 Modular Classrooms 

(A) 896583 

Sept. 1992 

150 

3 

Seven Locks Elementary K-6 (A) 

896570 

Sept. 1993 

150 


SUBTOTAL 




Walter Johnson Cluster 




4 

Ashburton Elementary K-6 (A) 

886536 

Sept. 1994 

145 

5 

Garrett Park Elementary K-6 (A) 

886568 

Sept. 1993 

119 

6 

Kensington-Parkwood Elementary K-6 (A) 

886567 

Sept. 1993 

129 


SUBTOTAL 


“157 


Richard Montgomery Cluster 




7 

Beall Elementary HS-5 (A) 

896568 

Sept. 1993 

125 

8 

College Gardens Elementary K-5 (A) 

896569 

Sept. 1993 

100 


SUBTOTAL 




Rockville Cluster 




9 

Meadow Hall Elementary HS-6 (A) 

886526 

Sept. 1991 

4 


SUBTOTAL 


— ? 


Walt Whitman Cluster 




10 

Bannockburn Elementary K-5 (A) 

866539 

Sept. 1988 

27 

11 

Burning Tree Elementary K-5 (A) 

896584 

Sept. 1991 

75 

12 

Carderock Springs Elementary K-5 (A) 

896579 

Sept. 1992 

50 


SUBTOTAL 


152 


TOTAL ADDITIONAL CAPACITY 1,454 


Notes: (1) Code #'s correspond to numbers appearing on the map. No code # has 
been assigned to modular facilities since these are not shown on 
the map. 

(2) Ashburton Elementary school will open in Sept. 1994; all others by 
the end of FY 1994. 
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EXECUTIVE'S RECOMMENDED SCHOOL PROJECTS 
THAT INCREASE CAPACITY IN AREA 3 
FY 1989-94 



SCHOOLS 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

BS1SWQ 

O 

ADDITIONS 

C 

NEW SCHOOLS 

JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

□ 

S] 

d 

SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

A 

A 

A 

Notes: (1) Modular 

facilities are 

not shown 

on the map. 


(2) Map not drawn to scale. 



Table 16 


COUNTY EXECUTIVE'S RECOMMENDED SCHOOL PROJECTS 
THAT INCREASE CAPACITY (ADDITIONS AND NEW SCHOOLS) IN AREA 3 

FY 1989-94 


CIP Opening New 

Code # School Name ___ Project § Date Capacity 


Damascus Cluster 


1 

Damascus High 9-12 (A) 

896578 

Sept. 1996 

450 

2 

John T. Baker Intermediate 7-8 (A) 

896577 

Sept. 1992 

325 

3 

Moyer Road Elementary (N) 

876520 

Sept. 1988 

740 

-- 

Damascus Cluster 14 Modular (A) 

886580 

Sept. 1991' 

-93 350 


SUBTOTAL 



17555 


Gaithersburg Cluster 




4 

liaithersBurg Junior High 7-9 (A) 

866543 

Sept. 1988 

140 

5 

Goshen Elementary 1-6 (N) 

866551 

Sept. 1988 

740 

6 

Hadley Farms Elementary K-6 (N) 

866552 

Sept. 1990 

740 

7 

Laytonsville Elementary K-6 (A) 

886531 

Sept. 1989 

36 

8 

Strawberry Knoll Elementary (N) 

876583 

Sept. 1988 

718 

" 

Gaithersburg Cluster 16 Modulars (A) 

866548 

Sept. 1992- 

•93 505 


SUBTOTAL 



2,774 


Watkins Mill Cluster 




9 

Watldns Mill High School (N) 

856104 

Sept. 1989 

1,620 

10 

Clear Spring Elementary (N) 

876501 

Sept. 1989 

740 

11 

South Lake Elementary K-6 (A) 

896573 

Sept. 1992 

100 

12 

Stedwick Elementary K-6 (A) 

896572 

Sept. 1990- 

92 250 

13 

Whetstone Elementary K-6 (A) 

896571 

Sept. 1990 

250 


Subtotal 



77560' 


Col. Zatfok Magruder Cluster 




14 

Redland Elementary K-5 (N) 

896588 

Sept. 1991 

640 


SUBTOTAL 



“550 


Seneca Valley Cluster 




15 

Germantown Area Elementary 1991 (N) 

876502 

Sept. 1991 

740 

16 

Germantown Area Elementary 1993 (N) 

896567 

Sept. 1993 

740 

17 

Waters Landing Elementary (N) 

866553 

Sept. 1988 

740 


SUBTOTAL 



77770 


Quince Orchard Cluster 




18 

Quince Orchard High School (N) 

856107 

Sept. 1988-' 

91 2,055 

19 

Quince Orchard Area Elementary (N) 

896587 

Sept. 1990 

740 


SUBTOTAL 



77795 


Thomas S. Wootton Cluster 




20 

Muddy Branch Elementary (N) 

866549 

Sept. 1988 

740 

21 

Travilah Elementary K-6 (A) 

886536 

Sept. 1992 

296 


SUBTOTAL 



T7035 

TOTAL ADDITIONAL CAPACITY 



14,290 

Notes: 

(1) Code #'s correspond to numbers appearing 

on the map. 

No code # 

has 


been assigned to modular facilities since 

these are 

not shown on 



the map. 





(2) Damascus High school will open in Sept. 1996; all others bv 



the end of FY 1994. 
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C. Transportation Program 
Roads 

In the FY 89-94 Recommended CIP, the County continues to program 

-ongojng-roads-count-ed-for-growth-capacity-purpo'se'sTrnder "'theTurrenTi 

four-year APFO framework. These ongoing roads are included in the FY 89-94 
CIP at a six-year cost of $146,531,000. 

The Recommended CIP also includes eleven new local initiatives which will 
provide more road capacity at a total cost of over $48,284,000. The FY 89-94 
six-year cost is $10,710,000. These include improvements to: 

o Muncaster Road/Shady Grove Road Extension north from Airpark Road 
Extended to MD 108, 

o Shady Grove Road from Briardale Road to MD 115, 
o Snouffer School Road from Goshen Road to MD 124, 
o Twinbrook Parkway from Ardennes Avenue to MD 586, 
o Veirs Mill Road from Twinbrook Parkway to Aspen Hill Road, 
o Quince Orchard Road between Dufief Mill and MD 28, 
o Redland Road between Needwood Road and MD 115, 

o Robey Road between Greencastle Elementary School and Greencastle Road, 

o Fairland Road East between US 29 and the Prince George's County line, 

o Good Hope Road North between Good Hope Drive and MD 198, and 

o Jones Lane between Turkey Foot Road and MD 28. 

Both the CIP and AGP contemplate a partnership with the State in 
providing for the transportation needs of the County. State roads make up 
approximately 20 percent of our transportation network, yet they carry 80 
percent of the traffic and are used for calculating growth capacity under the 
APFO framework. This year’s Recommended CIP invests $94,966,000 over the 
six-year period in upgrading State roads. In addition, the County will be 
advancing $36,923,000 to the State Roads construction program for accelerated 
widening of the following roads: 

o 1-270 East and West Spurs, and 

o MD 650 between Randolph Road and MD 198 as well as construction of a 
new Briggs-Chaney-Norwood Road connector. 
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Transit 


In the FY 89-94 Capital Improvements Program, the Executive is 
recommending initiatives to expand and improve mass transit in the County. The 
Eastern County Park and Ride Lot project will provide 2,000 to 3,000 park and 
^ide spaces in the heavily travelled U.S. 29 corridor. The Metropolitan Grove 

MARC Rail Station parking lot project and the Rockville METROTMa'RC Station 

parking lot project provide land acquisition foF - a'dd it ion'al parking at these 
stations with construction to occur in the future. 

The following maps show the county-wide transit program and recommended 
road building programs for each policy area. Policy Area Staging Charts and 
Statistical Profiles accompany each map. 
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MAP 15 



Commuter Rail -4+H<>+-H- 





Staging Charts and Statistical Profiles 


The following section has been included in the AGP to define terms frequently 
used in discussions of the administration of the APFO and to explain how to 
read the information on the staging charts found on the policy area fact 
sheets. Also included on the fact sheets are statistical profiles representing 
a variety of demographic information on Montgomery County at the policy area 
level. 

Explanation of Staging Charts 

A Existing and Forecasted Housing: The number of built houses in the 

policy area. 

Existing development is counted through January 1, 1987. Existing development 
is shown on the graphs by a hollow square and noted on the vertical axis at 
3,072 housing units. 

The market projection lines show three development forecasts through the year 
2005. The assumptions behind these High, Intermediate and Low projections are 
found in the Montgomery County Planning Department's staff report entitled 
"Trends and Forecasts." 

B Pipeline: The number of subdivision approvals still to be built in the 

policy area. 

The pipeline equals the difference between the existing base and the total 
number of built and approved housing units. The pipeline includes subdivision 
approvals through October 8, 1987. It also includes any houses completed 
since January 1, 1987. The actual number is listed on the policy area fact 
sheet as item B. The number of approved subdivisions (5,120) is the sum of 
the existing base (3,072) plus what has been reported in the pipeline 
(2,048). By drawing a horizontal line to the right of the pipeline to 
intersect the projection lines, we can estimate when the pipeline would be 
built out. In Germantown East, for example, the graph shows that the housing 
pipeline would be built out in 1993, assuming the high projection; 1995 
assuming the intermediate projection; and 1997 assuming the low projection. 

Q FY 88 Ceiling: The number of housing units which can be accommodated by 

the transportation capacity provided in the adopted FY 88-93 CIP. 

The FY 88 ceiling is based on those transportation projects in the adopted 
FY 88-93 CIP and State CTP for which 100% of the construction expenditures are 
allocated within the first four years of the CIP or CTP. In Germantown East, 
the graph shows that the FY 88 Adopted Ceiling provides enough transportation 
capacity for approximately 3,750 housing units. This reflects an additional 
678 units above the existing base which can be accommodated in the Germantown 
East policy area. 

\ 
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Jobs 


SAMPLE CHART 

GERMANTOWN EAST 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 





JOBS 


HOUSING 

Pipeline (10/8/87) 


5,167 


2,048 B 



FT“88 

Ceiling 

— — — 

37996 

— 

678 C 



Net 

Remaining 



(1,171) 


o. 

370)D 

FY 89 

Recommended TAS 

Cei ling 

5,746 


2,178 E 



Net 

Remaining 



579 



130 F 

FY 89 

Forecasted RTAS 

Ceiling 

10,496 


6,678 G 



Net 

Remaining 



5,329 


A. 

630 H 

FY 89 

Forecasted RTAS 

Cei l ing 






Uith 

Reallocation 


14,496 


4,678 1 



Net 

Remaining 



9,329 


2. 

630 J 


Adopted LOS Standard Group 11 C K 
Existing Condition "Uorse" than Standard L 

JOBS 



FY 89 RTAS Reallocated 


HOUSING 




PIPELINE IS BUILT OUT BY 1995. 6 YEARS 


STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 


Characteristics of Households Which 




General Plan 

Moved Between 1979-1984 

w 


Number 

Bank 

Holding Capacity 


Number 

Rank 

Population m 

9,800 

12 


Mover Households (includes 

73% 

1 

Jobs N 

2,754 

11 

33,000 s 

movers to and within area) 



Housing Units o 

3.072 

12 

9,000 T 

Average Numbnr nf SrJmnLAoB 
Children by Structure Type: 



Jobs/Housing Ratio p 

.90 

7 


Mover Households 



Percent Who Work in 

79% 

1 


Single-Family 

.40 

12 

Montgomery County q 




Mufti-Family 

.11 

8 

1983 Median 

$35,280 

9 


Non-Mover Households 



Household Income R 




Single-Family 
Mufti -Family 

60 

N/A 

7 

N/A 

1986 Median Sales Price o! New Housing Units 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth 

Trends j 


Price 

Rank 



Number 

Rank 

Single-Family detached U $130,590 

9 


Average Annual Job Capacity 
Added by New Buildings x 

230 

9 

Single-Family Attached V 

$80,000 

11 


Housing Units Per Year Y 

360 

7 

i 


i 
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D FY 88 Ceiling (Net Remaining): The difference between the FY 88 Ceilinq 

and the pipeline. 

This number reveals whether or not the FY 88-93 CIP and the State FY 87-92 CTP 
provide enough transportation capacity to support additional development 
beyond the pipeline. For the Germantown East Policy Area, the FY 88 ceilinq 
falls below the housing pipeline by 1,370 housing units. Therefore, 
additional development could not be supported by the transportation ’projects 
available. 


£ FY 89 Recommended TAS Ceiling: The number of housing units which can be 

accommodated by transportation capacity which is anticipated to be 
available in the fifth year of the FY 88-93 CIP 


This number is based on transportation projects in the adopted FY 88-93 CIP 
and State FY 87-92 CTP for which 100% construction expenditures are programmed 
within the first five years of the CIP or CTP. In Germantown East, the qraph 
shows that the FY 89 Recommended TAS Ceiling could accommodate 2,178 housing 
units above the existing base. 


F FY 89 Recommended TAS Ceiling (Net Remaining): The difference between 

the FY 89 TAP ceiling and the pipeline. 

For the Germantown East Policy Area, the FY 89 Recommended TAS Ceiling can 
accommodate an additional 130 housing units above the pipeline. 

G FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling: The number of housing units which can be 

accommodated by the transportation capacity made available in 1989 by the 
Revised Test at Subdivision. 


This number is based on a revised computation of staging ceilings in policy 
areas where immediate forecasts indicate that the pipeline will not be built 
out until after the sixth year of the Adopted FY 89-94 CIP and the State 
FY 88-93 CTP. RTAS allows the ceiling to be calculated based on 
transportation projects that would have 100% of the construction expenditures 
within the first seven years of the adopted CIP or CTP. The FY 89 Forecasted 
RTAS Ceiling estimates transportation capacity above the existing base for 
Germantown East of 6,678 housing units. 

H FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling (Net Remaining): The difference between 

the FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling and the pipeline. 

For the Germantown East Policy Area, the FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling can 
accommodate an additional 4,630 housing units above the pipeline. 

| FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling With Reallocation: The FY 89 Forecasted 

RTAS Ceiling as adjusted to reflect the Executive's recommended 
reallocation of capacity between jobs and housing. 

The FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling With Reallocation estimates transportation 
capacity above the existing base for Germantown East of 4,678 housing units. 
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FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling With Reallocation (Net Remaining): The 

difference between the FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling With Reallocation 
and the pipeline. 


For the Germantown East Policy Area, the FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling With 
pipeline 0 " ^ accommodate an add1tlonal 2,630 housing units above the 

K The Leve1 of Service ( L °S) indicator measures average traffic conditions 
on roadway segments in a policy area. 

LOS is computed as the ratio of estimated traffic volumes on a roadway segment 
divided by the physical capacity on that segment averaged for all roadways in 
the policy area. This ratio is expressed by the letters A through F where A 

nLr n noo at1Ve of a 1ow demand t0 capacity ratio and F indicates a ratio at or 
near one. 


L The Existing LOS Condition measures the actual vehicle volume on a 
roadway segment over a given period of time. 


Actual volume is compared to the physical carrying capacity of each roadway 
^Th 3 E 0ll h^ !T ea t0 pr ? duce a wei 'ghted average of volume to capacity 
by the* LOS indicator. 3Ver39e 1S expressed by the same letter scheme utilized 


The following list describes the information presented in the statistical 
profile and identifies from where and how these numbers were estimated. 

1987 Estimates 


Population: 

The population estimate is taken from the Montgomery County Planninq 

l ep ~ i graphic Model which divides the County into planning areas 
Where the planning area boundary differs from that of the policy area 

popula T 10 " 1S estimated by multiplying the number of households in 
the policy area by the planning area average household size. Population 
numbers identified by an asterisk have been estimated by this method. 

iyi Jobs: 


The 1987 estimate labeled "jobs" is the number of jobs which can be 
accommodated in the area's employment-related buildings, using standard 
factors of square feet per employee. It excludes construction workers and 
self employment, but includes the employment capacity of buildinqs even if 

lht y , a n re -i V l Car)t i*- ^commercial buildings are assessed when they are shown on 
the completion list which is provided by the Maryland State Department of 
Assessment and Taxation. p tmeni or 
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Q Housing Units: 

The 1987 completed housing units count is estimated by using the "1980 U.S. 
Census of Population and Housing as the base and is updated quarterly using 
residential completions data from the Tax Assessment File. 

p Job/Housing Ratio: 

Employment capacity of buildings divided by the number of housing units. 

Q Percent who work in county: 

Data obtained from the 1984 Census Update Survey, 
p 1983 Median Household Income: 

Data obtained from the 1984 Census Update Survey. 

0 General Plan Holding Capacity for Housing: 

This number was estimated by applying average expected development yield 
factors from actual subdivision experience. An estimate of MPDUs for projects 
generating 50 or more dwelling units is included. This estimate assumes 
redevelopment of all parcels in which land value exceeds improvement value. 

■y General Plan Holding Capacity for Jobs: 

The holding capacity for jobs is estimated by multiplying the areas of 
commercially and industrially zoned land by projected development densities. 
This estimate assumes redevelopment of all land which is currently developed 
at less than projected densities. Major governmental facilities are also 
factored in. 


1986 Median Sales Price of New Housing Units 

JJ 1986 Single-Family Detached New Housing Sales Prices: 

The 1986 median price of new single- family detached homes is estimated by 
using the MCPD 1 s Sales Transactions Automated Report system (STAR). STAR is 
based on the Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation quarterly 
records. This data includes all sales transactions of residential property in 
the County. N/A indicates that there were less than 20 transactions. 

V 1986 Single-Family Attached New Housing Sales Prices: 

Same method as above. 
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VV Characteristics of Households Which Moved Between 1979-1984: 

The data summarized under the heading “Characteri stics-of— HousehoTds-Which — 
Moved Between 1 979-1984" 'is taken from the 1984 Census Update Survey. This 
includes the number of mover households and the average number of school-age 
children per household by structure type. Where no number is qiven for the 
average number of school-age children by structure type, an insufficient 
number of responses was collected to provide a reliable estimate 


Previous Five-Year Annual Growth Trends 

)( Average Annual Job Capacity Added by New Buildings: 

The average annual jobs added by new buildings is estimated by averaging the 
total number of jobs added by new buildings over the previous five years 
(1982-1986). Data is from the Maryland State Department of Assessment and 
Taxation. 

Y Average Annual Housing Units: 

The average annual housing unit growth rate is estimated by averaging the 
total number of housing units built over the previous five years (1982-1986). 
Data is from the Maryland State Department of Assessment and Taxation 
quarterly records. 


Note: Separate statistical profiles are not included for the CBD areas 

because the data cannot be easily separated from the larger policy areas of 
Silver Spring/Takoma Park and Bethesda/Chevy Chase. 


2735L 
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BETHESDA CBD 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS 


HOUSING 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

9,833 

850 


FY 88 Ceiling 

in 1988 Bethesda CBD included 

in the 

Met Regaining 

Bethssda-Chevy Chose Policy Area Ceil 

FY 89 Recosroended TAS Coiling 9 # 246 

1,865 


Met Remaining 


(587) 

1,015 

FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling.. 

.. 9,246 

1,865 


Net Remaining 


(587) 

1,015 

Adopted LOS Standard 

Group V is 

not applicable 




JOBS 


HOUSING 



PIPELINE BUILDS OUT AFTER THE YEAR 2000 



Separate statistical profiles are not included for the CBD area because 
the data cannot be easily separated from the larger Bethesda/Chevy 
Chase Policy Area. Data from the 1987 Census Update may enable us to 
do this in the future. 
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PROGRAMMED IMPROVEMENTS IN THE BETHESDA/ CHEVY CHASE POLICY AREA 


CODE PROJ. # PROJECT NAME 

D31 793369 Friendship Blvd. (C) 

D7 151009 1-495: MD 355-MD 97 (S) 

D6 151087 1-495: MD 190-Potomac (S) 

D32 15NEW4 1-495 @ MD 185 (S) (Study) 

Key to Column Headings and Symbols: 


START END TAS RTAS 

89 92 X X 

87 89 X X 

89 92 X X 


Code: Shows location of improvement on map. 

Project #: Project // from County CIP or State CTP. 

(C): Improvement is a County Project 

(S): Improvement is a State Project. 

(Study): Improvement is a study, not a project. 

Start: Fiscal Year improvement is programmmed to start construction. 

End: Fiscal Year construction funding ends. 

95+: Indicates that the project will start (or end) in FY 96 or later 

TAS: Improvement is counted for APF Test At Subdivision (TAS). 

RTAS: Improvement is counted for APF Revised Test at Subdivision 

(RTAS) . 

X: Counted. 

NC: Project should not count in RTAS Ceiling because the completion 

schedule is not firm. 
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STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS- 


— HOUSING — 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 
FY 88 Ceiling 


Net Remaining 

FY 89 Recommended TAS Ceiling^ 
Net Remaining 

FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling. 
Net Remaining 


Adopted LOS Standard Group V D/E 
Existing Condition “Better" than Standard 


1,341 


707 


7,100 

5,759 

1,240 

533 

11,100 

9,759 

4,240 

3,533 

11,100 

9,759 

4,240 

3,533 



JOBS 


HOUSING 




PIPELINE IS BUILT OUT BY 1090 


PIPELINE IS BUILT OUT BY 1998. 9 YEARS 


STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 


General Ran 



Number 

Rank Holding Capacity 

Population 

80,900 

2 

Jobs 

75,654 

1 99,000 

Housing Units 

33,895 

2 38,000 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

2.13 

2 

Percent Who Work in 

45% 

12 

Montgomery County 

1983 Median 

$50,590 

2 

Household Income 

1986 Median Sales 

Price of New Housing Units 


Price 

Rank 

Single-Family Detached 

$346,000 

2 

Single-Family Attached 

N/A 

N/A 


Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1970-1984 

Rank 


Mover Households (includes 
movers to and within area) 


Number 

37% 


9 


Children byStrurtum TyQQ: 

Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Mufti-Family 
Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Multi-Family 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 

Number Rank 
3 


.52 

.06 

.41 

.02 


9 

10 

12 

8 


Average Annual Job Capacity 2,400 

Added by New Buildings 

Housing Units Per Year 150 


12 
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Jobs 


HOUSING 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

FY 88 Ceiling 

Net Remaining 

FY 89 Recommended TAS Ceiling^ 
Net Remaining 

FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling. 
Net Remaining 

FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling^ 
With Reallocation 
Net Remaining 


82 


821 


591 

509 

(468) 

(1,289) 

341 

259 

(343) 

(1,164) 

341 

259 

(218) 

(1,039) 

341 

259 

(343) 

(1,164) 



HOUSING 


130° t fy. 88 TAS Ceilir 


HIGH PROJECTS 


FY 89 TAS and RTAS 
Ceilings the Same 


HI8H PROJECTION 



c 5600 

? . 

§ 4468 
4400 • 


FY 89 RTAS Ceiling 


1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 1980 

PIPELINE IS BUILT OUT BY 19S5. 6 YEARS 


FY 88 TAS Ceiling J 

FY 89 TAS and RTAS 
Reallocated Ceiling the Same 


1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 

PIPELINE WAS BUILT OUT BY 1980 


STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1937 Estimates 


General Plan 



Nmnfaer 

Rank tfc 

aiding Capacity 

Population 

14,400* 

11 


Jobs 

659 

13 

1,000 

Housing Units 

4,468 

11 

8.000 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

.15 

13 


Percent Who Work in 

61% 

8 


Montgomery County 

1983 Median 

$50,060 

3 


Household Income 

1986 Median Sales Price of New Housing Units 

Price Rank 

Single-Family Detached 

$184,500 

3 


Single-Family Attached 

$164,634 

3 



Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1979-1984 


Mover Households (includes 
movers to and within area) 


Number 

. 27% 


Mover Households 

Single-Family .48 10 

Mufti-Family N/A N/A 

Non-Mover Households 

Single-Family .82 3 

Mufti-Family N/A N/A 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 

Number Rank 

Average Annual Job Capacity 20 12 

Added by New Buildings 

Housing Units Per Year 270 9 
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PROGRAMMED IMPROVEMENTS IN THE DAMASCUS POLICY AREA 

CODE PROJ. // PROJECT NAME START END TAS RTAS 

A10 883105 MD 124 Ext. (C) 89 93 

All 873121 Sweepstakes Road (C) 91 92 X X 

For Key to column headings and symbols, see Bethesda/Chevy Chase Policy 
Area. 
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ST&Gim CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

FY 88 Ceiling 

Net Remaining 

FY 89 Recommended TAS Ceiling 

Net Remaining 

FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling 

Net Remaining 

Adopted LOS Standard 
Existing Condition "Si 


— JOBS HOUSING 


246 


535 


854 

608 

(129) 

(664) 

854 

608 

(129) 

(664) 

854 

608 

(129) 

(664) 


Group 1 1 C 
re 11 as Standard 



JOBS 


HOUSING 




PIPELINE IS BUILT OUT BY 1993, 4 YEARS 


STATISTICAL PROFILE 



1987 Estimates 



Number 

General Plan 
Rank Holding Capacity 

Population 

7,000® 

13 


Jobs 

1,148 

12 

5,000 

Housing Units 

2,129 

13 

4,000 

Joba/Houaing Ratio 

.54 

12 


Percent Who Work In 
Montgomery County 

79% 

1 


1983 Modian 

$42,610 

* 5 



Household Income 

1988 Median Sales Price of New Housing Units 

Price Rank 

Single-Family Detached $119,180 12 

Single-Family Attached $70,500 12 


Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1979-1984 



Number 

Rank 

Mover Households (includes 
movers to and within area) 

37% 

9 

Av&mgeiNumber of School-Aae 
Ghildmn.by Structure 7Vaa: 
Mover Households 
Slnglo-Family 
Multi-Family 

.62 

N/A 

8 

N/A 

Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Mufti-Family 

.84 

N/A 

2 

N/A 


Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 



Number 

Rank 

Average Annual Job Capacity 
Added by New Buildings 

10 

13 

Housing Units Per Year 

160 

11 
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Pipeline (10/8/87) 

FY 88 Ceiling 

Net Remaining 

FY 89 Recommended TAS Ceiling^ 
Net Remaining 

FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling. 
Net Remaining 


Adopted LOS Standard Group IV 0 
Recommended LOS Standard Group 1 1 1 C/D 
Existing Condition ,, Same ,, as (Recommended) Standard 


JOBS 

HOUSING 

10,006 


5,295 

5,286 


4,240 


(4,720) 

(1,055) 

1,286 


2,240 


8,720 

(3,055) 

9,786 


3,990 


(220) 

(1,305) 



HOUSING 


HIGH PROJECTION 


FY 89 RTAS 
Ceiling 


280001 fy 88 TAS Ceiling 


Him PROJECTION 

^PIPSUNB 


^ Pw&scnoM 
FY 89 TAS Ceiling 


S 26400 . FY 88 TAS — 
£ 25000 Cei ling-— 


LOW PROJECTION 


FY 89 RTAS Veiling 
FY 89 TAS Ceiling 


1 0000 1_ \ * 1 h 1 1 

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 

* PIPELINE BUILDS OUT AFTER THE YEAR 2000 


12000 l , i 1 1 * < 

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 

PIPELINE IS BUILT OUT BY 1990. 1 YEAR 


STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 



Number 

Rank . 

General Plan 
Holding Gaoac 

Population 

49,800 

3 


Jobs 

21,714 

6 

63,000 

Housing Units 

20,760 

5 

38,000 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

1.04 

6 


Percent Who Work in 

46% 

11 


Montgomery County 

1983 Median 

$40,380 

7 


Household Income 

1988 Median Sales Price of New Housing Uni 

Single-Family Detached 

Erica 

$157,780 

Bank 

8 


Single-Family Attached 

$95,720 

6 



Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1979-1984 


Mover Households (includes 
movers to and within area) 


Number 

48% 


Mover Households 

Single-Family .80 2 

Mufti-Family .16 6 

Non-Mover Households 

Single-Family 48 10 

Multi-Family .22 3 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 

Number Rank 

Average Annual Job Capacity 1 ,900 4 

Added by New Buildings 

Housing Units Per Year 1 ,320 1 
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PROGRAMMED IMPROVEMENTS IN THE GAITHERSBURG EAST POLICY AREA 


PROJ. # 

853176 

863116 

883101 

793177 

863117 

151024 

151097 

151024 

151015 

15NEW2 

153065 

883106 

663899 

893127 

893123 

893122 

893125 

883109 

853137 


PROJECT NAME 

Airpark Rd/Shady Grove (C) 
Germantown/Mont Vill Connector (C) 
Goshen Rd (C) 

Gude Dr.: MD 355-Southlawn Dr (C) 
ICC: Shady Grove-MD 28 (C) 

1-270: MD 124-MD 121 (S) 

I-270/MD 124 Interchange (S) (Study 
1-270: Y Split-MD 124 (S) 

1-370: I-270-Shady Grove Metro (S) 
MD 355: MD 124-MD 27 (S) (Study) 
Mid-County Hwy Widening (S) 

Mont. Vill. Ave. Widen (C) (Study) 
Muddy Branch Road (C) 

Muncaster Rd/ Shady Grove Rd Ext. 
(North) (C) 

Shady Grove Rd Six Lane (C) 
Snouffer School Road (C) 

Redland Road North (C) 

Watkins Mill Rd Ext (C) 

Watkins Mill Rd School Access (C) 


START 

END 

TAS 

RTAS 

89 


91 


X 

X 

92 


95 



NC 

93 


95 



X 

88 


91 


X 

X 

91 


93 



X 

89 

\ 


91 


X 

X 

/ 

87 


90 


X 

X 

86 


90 


X 

X 

88 


91 


X 

X 

86 


90 


X 

X 

95 

+ 

95 

+ 



95 

+ 

95 

+ 



95 

+ 

95 

+ 



95 

+ 

95 

+ 



91 


94 



X 

89 


91 


X 

X 


For Key to column headings and symbols, see Bethesda/Chevy Chase Policy 
Area. 
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STAGSWG CHARTS AMD STAT8STICAL PROFILE 


JOBS HOUSING — 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

17,548 


7,564 


FY 88 Ceiling 

14,937 


9,545 


Net Refraining 


(2,611) 


1,981 

FY 89 Recommended TAS Ceiling 

14,937 


9,545 


Net Remaining 


(2,611) 


1,981 

FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling 

25,937 


16,545 


Net Remaining 


8,389 


8,981 

FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling 





With Reallocation 

29,937 


14,545 


Net Remaining 


12,389 


6,981 

Adopted LOS Standard 

Group I 1 

I C/0 




Existing Condition "Sams" as Standard 

JOBS 



HOUSING 




STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 



Number 

Bank 

General Plan 
Holding Capacity 

Population 

68,000* 

3 


Jobs 

35,063 

4 

149,000 

Housing Units 

25.455 

4 

41,000 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

1.33 

3 


Percent Who Work In 
Montgomery County 

77% 

4 


1983 Median 
Household Income 

$32,720 

11 



1986 Median Sales Price of New Housing Units 

Price Rank 

Single-Family Detached $124,865 10 

Singis-Family Attached $85,330 9 


Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1979-1984 

Number Rank 

Mover Households (includes 65% 3 

movers to and within area) 

Awm Number QfScnqpl-AQQ 
ChlktrQn by Structum Ty&l 
Mover Households 

Single-Family .67 5 

Mura-Family .22 3 

Non-Mover Households 

Single-Family .67 5 

Multi-Family .25 1 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 

Number Rank 

Average Annual Job Capacity 3,130 1 

Added by New Buildings 

Housing Units Per Year 1,300 2 




PROGRAMMED IMPROVEMENTS IN THE GAITHERSBURG WEST POLICY AREA 

CODE PROJ. # PROJECT NAME START END TAS RTAS 

B25 .663907 Fields Rd-Muddy Br-Omega Dr (C) 88 91 X X 

B12 713129 Great Sen Hwy, Phases 1&2 (C) 85 90 X X 

B12 863111 Great Sen Hwy, Phase 3 (C) 86 91 X X 

B1 151024 1-270: MD 124-MD 121 (S) 89 91 X X 

B1 151024 1-270: Y Split-MD 124 (S) 87 90 X X 

B27 803530 Key West Ave-MD 28 (C) 86 90 X X 

B27 853121 Key West Ave: Shady Gr. to Gude(C) 87 90 X X 

B27 863179 Key West Ave: Gude Dr. -1-270(0 (S) 91 94 X 

B31 743799 Longdraft Rd. (C) 95 95 + 

B23 663899 Muddy Branch Rd (C) 86 90 X X 

B28 153324 MD 28 Widen: MD 124-Key West (S) 91 94 

B28 153324 MD 124: MD 28-Longdraft Road 

B24 853122 Sam Eig Hwy (C) 89 92 X X 

B51 883109 Watkins Mill Rd Ext. (C) 91 94 X 

B57 873129 Jones Lane (C) 91 92 X X 

B58 893126 Quince Orchard Road South (C) 95 + 95 + 

For Key to column headings and symbols, see Bethesda/Chevy Chase Policy 
Area . 
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Housing Units 


STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS HOUSING 


Pipeline (10/8/.87) 

20,590 


4,222 


FY 88 Ceiling 

21,307 


7,240 


Net Remaining 


717 


3,018 

FY 89 Recommended TAS Ceiling 

29.307 


7,240 


Net Remaining 


8,717 


3,018 

FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling 

25,807 


15,240 


Net Remaining 


5,217 


11,018 

FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling 





With Reallocation 

35,807 


10,240 


Net Remaining 


15,217 


6,018 

Adopted LOS Standard 

Group III 

C/0 



Existing Condition "Same" as Standard 




JOBS 


FY 89 RTAS Reallocated 



HOUSING 



PIPELINE BUILDS OUT AFTER THE YEAR 2000 



PIPELINE IS BUILT OUT BY 1994. 5 YEARS 


STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 

General Plan 



Uumhfic 

Back 

Holding Caoadtv 

Population 

30,100* 

8 


Jobs 

15,193 

7 

132,000 

Housing Units 

11,260 

8 

29,000 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

1.35 

4 


Percent Who Work in 

77% 

4 


Montgomery County 

1983 Median 

$32,720 

11 


Household Income 

1986 Median Sales Price of New Housing Units 

Price ‘ Rank 

Single-Family Detached 

$168,390 

5 


Single-Family Attached 

$84,990 

9 



Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1979-1984 

Number Bank 


Mover Households (includes 
movers to and witnin area) 



Mover Households 



Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Multi-Family 


65% 3 


.67 

.22 


5 

3 


.67 5 

.25 1 


Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 


Numte Bank 

Average Annual Job Capacity 1,190 6 

Added by New Buildings 

Housing Units Per Year 720 5 




PROGRAMMED IMPROVEMENTS IN THE GERMANTOWN EAST POLICY AREA 
CODE PROJ. It PROJECT NAME START END TAS F 


B60 893133 

B60 893133 

B60 893133 

B40 873115 

B38 863116 

B1 151024 

B9 863171 

B56 15NEW2 
B59 863125 


Father Hurley Blvd Ext (North) 
Phase I (C) 

Father Hurley Blvd Ext (North) 
Phase II (C) 

Father Hurley Blvd. Ext (North) 
Phase III (C) 

Father Hurley Blvd Interchange (C) 
Germantown/Mont Vill Connector (C) 
1-270: MD 124-MD 121 (S) 

MD 118 Relocated, Phase II (C) (S) 
MD 355: MD 124 - MD 27 (S) (Study) 
Middlebrook Road: I-270-MD 355 (C) 


START 

END 

92 

93 

93 

94 

95 + 

95 + 

93 

94 

92 

95 

89 

91 

89 

92 

90 

91 


For Key to column headings and symbols, see Bethesda/Chevy Chase Policy 
Area . J 
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STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS 


HOUSING 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

FY 88 Ceiling 

Net Remaining 

FY 89 Recommended TAS Ceiling^ 
Net Remaining 


Net Remaining 

FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling 

With Reallocation 
Net Remaining 

Adopted LOS Standard Group II C 
Existing Condition "Worse" than Standard 
JOBS 


5,167 


2,048 


3,996 

(1,171) 

678 

(1,370) 

5,746 

579 

2,178 

130 

10,496 

5,329 

6,678 

4,630 

14,496 

9,329 

4,678 

2,630 


FY 89 RTAS Reallocated 



HOUSING 



STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 


Characteristics of Households Which 




General Plan 

Moved Between 1979*1984 



Number 

Rank 

Holding Capacity 


Number 

Rank 

Population 

Jobs 

9,800 

2,754 

12 

11 

33,000 

Mover Households (includes 
movers to and within area) 

73% 

1 

Housing Units 

3,072 

12 

9,000 

Amaya Number of Schoot-Aae 
Children bv Structure Tvtmi 



Jobs/Housing Ratio 

.90 

7 


Mover Households 

.40 

.11 

12 

8 

Percent Who Work in 
Montgomery County 

79% 

1 


Single-Family 
Mum-Family 
Non-Mover Households 

1983 Median 
Household Income 

$35,280 

9 


Single-Family 

Mum-Family 

.60 

N/A 

7 

N/A 

1986 Median Salas 

Price of New Housing Units 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 

Number Rank 


Erica 

Rank 


Average Annual Job Capacity 

230 

9 

Single-Family Detached 

$130,590 

9 


Added by New Buildings 



Single-Family Attached 

$80,000 

n 


Housing Units Per Year 

360 

7 






PROGRAMMED IMPROVEMENTS IN THE GERMANTOWN WEST POLICY AREA 


CODE 

PROJ. # 

PROJECT NAME 

START 

END : 

B60 

893133 

Father Hurley Blvd Ext 

(North) 

92 

93 



Phase I (C) 




B60 

893133 

Father Hurley Blvd Ext 

(North) 

93 

94 



Phase II (C) 




B60 

893133 

Father Hurley Blvd Ext 

(North) 

95 + 

95 + 

B40 

873115 

Father Hurley Blvd Interchange (C) 

93 

94 

B12 

863111 

Great Seneca Highway, 

Phase 3 (C) 

86 

91 

B1 

151024 

1-270: MD 124 - MD 121 

(S) 

89 

91 

B9 

863171 

MD 118 Relocated, Phase I (C) (S) 

89 

92 

B43 

873119 

MD 117 Widening (C) 


90 

92 

B6 

863125 

Middlebrook Rd: Great 

Sen to 1-270(0 

92 

93 

B13 

883108 

Waring Station Rd (C) 


95 

95 + 



Phase III (C) 





For Key to column headings and symbols, see Bethesda/ Chevy Chase Policy 
Area. 
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Jobs 


STAGING CHARTS AMD STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS 


HOUSING 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

7,935 


5,081 


FY 88 Ceiling 

6,965 


3,124 


Net Remaining 


(970) 


(1,957) 

FY 89 Recorroended TAS Ceiling 

6,965 


3,624 


Net Remaining 


(970) 


(1,457) 

FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling 

9,965 


4,124 


Net Remaining 


2,030 


(957) 


Adopted LOS Standard Group II C 
Existing Condition "Worse" than Standard 



JOBS 


HOUSING 




PIPELINE BUILDS OUT AFTER THE YEAR 2000 


PIPELINE IS BUILT OUT BY 1992, 3 YEARS 


STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 



Number 

Bank 

General Plan 
Holding Capacity 

Population 

25,100 

9 


Jobs 

5,035 

9 

55,000 

Housing Units 

7,876 

9 

22,000 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

.64 

10 


Percent Who Work In 
Montgomery County 

79% 

1 


1983 Median 

$35,280 

9 



Household Income 

•988 Median Sales Price of New Housing Units 

Price Rank 

Single-Family Detached $122,350 11 

Single-Family Attached $87,500 7 


Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1979-1984 

Nwnbsr 

Mover Households (includes 
movers to and within area) 

Av$m§ NumtWJ2t&GhqpI-Ag& 

Chfldr&n by Structum Typ aJ 

Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Multi-Family 

Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Multi-Family 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 

Number Ba nk 

380 8 


73% 


.40 

.11 

.60 

N/A 


Bank 

i 


12 

8 


7 

N/A 


Average Annual Job Capacity 
Added by New Buildings 

Housing Units Per Year 


1.050 
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Jobs 


STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS 


HOUSING 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 
FY 88 Ceiling 


Net Remaining 

FY 89 Recommended TAS Ceiling^ 
Net Remaining 

FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling. 
Met Remaining 


2,554 


4,875 


11,184 

8,630 

5,710 

835 

7,184 

4,630 

7,710 

2,835 

7,184 

4,630 

7,710 

2,835 

Group IV D 





Existing Condition "Better** than Standard 


JOBS 


HOUSING 




STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 

General Plan 

Nkm to Bank Holding Capacity 


Population 

138,300* 

1 


Jobs 

32,318 

3 

70,000 

Housing Units 

51,790 

1 

64,000 

Jobs/Hou9ing Ratio 

.62 

11 


Percent Who Work in 
Montgomery County 

59% 

9 


1983 Median 
Household Income 

$38,860 

8 



1986 Median Sales Price of New Housing Units 

Price Rank 

Single-Family Datached $167,500 6 

Single-Family Attached $118,690 5 


Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1979-1984 

Number 

Mover Households (includes 
movers to and within area) 

AuaretgtLMumter of School-Aga. 

Ct3lk^M^tnx!tura Type*; 

Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Multi-Family 

Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Multi-Family 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 

Number Rank 
440 7 


36% 


.65 

.23 

.48 

.20 


Bank 

it 


10 

4 


Average Annual Job Capacity 
Added by New Buildings 

Housing Units Per Year 


820 
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PROGRAMMED IMPROVEMENTS IN THE NORTH BETHESDA POLICY AREA 


CODE PROJ. # PROJECT NAME 


START END TAS RTAS 


813594 

15NEW1 


893131 

813691 

893131 

151024 

153364 

893121 

898139 


Edson Ln (C) (Study) — 

1-270 @ MD 187, @ Democracy Blvd (S) — 

I-27oT^East Spur (C) (S) 89 

I-270/Femwood Rd Overpass (C) 

1-270: West Spur (C) (S) |1 

1-270: Y Split-MD 124 (S) _ ,^.87 


MD 355 <a Montrose/Randolph (S) (Study) -- 
Twinbrook Parkway Reconstruction (C) 94 
Veirs Mill @ Twinbrook Parkway (C) 


For Key to column headings and symbols, see Be thesda/ Chevy Chase Policy 
Area. 
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Jobs 


NORTH BETHESDA 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


Pi pel ine (10/8/87) 

FY 88 Celling 

Net Remaining 

FY 89 Recommended TAS Ceiling 

Net Remaining 

FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling 

Net Remaining 


JOBS 


HOUSING 

_9,539- 


-2,593- 


8,916 


2,421 



<623) 


(172) 

8,916 


2,421 



(623) 


(172) 

15,666 


5,921 



6,127 


3,328 


Adopted LOS Standard Group IV D 
Existing Condition "Better" than Standard 



JOBS 


HOUSING 



PIPELINE IS BUILT OUT IN 1996, 7 YEARS 



STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 



Mumbai 

Rank 

General Plan 

btaldinq Capacity 

Population 

35,300 

7 


Jobs 

58.084 

2 

95,000 

Housing Units 

12,079 

7 

21,000 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

4.8 

1 


Percent Who Work in 
Montgomery County 

62% 

7 


1983 Median 
Household Income 

$41,260 

6 



1986 Median Sales Price of New Housing Units 

Price Rank 

Single-Family Detached N/A N/A 

Single-Family Attached $173,870 2 


Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1979-1984 


Number Rank 


Mover Households (includes 
movers to and within area) 



Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Mufti-Family 


Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Mufti-Family 


47% 7 


.79 3 

.13 7 

.59 9 

.14 6 


Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 



Number 

Rank 

Average Annual Job Capacity 
Added by New Buildings 

2,910 

2 

Housing Units Per Year 

180 

10 
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Jobs 


OLNEY 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

_698__ 

- 

FY 88 Ceiling 

1,113 


Net Remaining 


415 

FY 89 Rec amended TAS Ceiling 

2,613 


Net Remaining 


1,915 

FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling 

3,113 


Net Remaining 


2,415 


Adopted LOS Standard Group II C 
Existing Condition "Same 11 as Standard 


JOBS 




HOUSING 



STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 


Characteristics of Households Which 




General Plan 

Moved Between 1979-1984 



Number 

Rank 

Holding Capacity 


Number 

Rank 

Population 

21,900* 

10 


Mover Households (includes 

38% 

8 

Jobs 

4,887 

10 

8,000 

movers to and within area) 


• 

Housing Units 

6,687 

10 

12.000 

Average Number of School-Aga 
Children by Structure Type: 



Jobs/Housing Ratio 

.73 

9 


Mover Households 



Percent Who Work in 
Montgomery County 

66% 

6 


Single-Family 

Multi-Family 

.79 

N/A 

3 

N/A 

1983 Median 
Household Income 

$49,520 

4 


Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Mufti-Family 

.81 

N/A 

4 

N/A 

1986 Median Sales Price of New Housing Units 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 


Price 

Rank 



Number 

Rank 

Single-Family Detached 

$161,925 

7 


Average Annual Job Capacity 
Added by New Buildings 

110 

11 

Single-Family Attached 

$85,750 

8 


Housing Units Per Year 

420 

6 
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PROGRAMMED IMPROVEMENTS IN THE POTOMAC POLICY AREA 


CODE 

PROJ. » 

PROJECT NAME 

START 

END 

D2 

813595 

Democracy Blvd: G’borough-Kentsdale 

87 

90 

D37 

15NEW1 

1-270 @ Democracy Blvd (S) (Study) 

— 


D5 

813691 

I-270/Fernwood Rd Overpass (C) 

92 

92 

D28 

151024 

1-270: Y Split-MD 124 (S) 

87 

90 

D4 

893131 

1-270: West Spur (C) (S) 

91 

92 

D6 

151087 

1-495: MD 190-Potomac River (S) 

89 

92 

D27 

153371 

MD 189: MD 190-Ritchie Pkwy (S) 
(Study) 

— 


D1 

863131 

Oaklyn Drive 

86 

89 

D39 

863110 

Seven Locks Rd: MD 190 - MD 191 

90 

93 


For Key to column headings and symbols, see Bethesda/ Chevy Chase Policy 
Area. 
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Jobs 


POTOMAC 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS HOUSING 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

FY 88 Ceiling 

Net Remaining 

FY 89 Recommended TAS Ceiling 

Net Remaining 

FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling 

Net Remaining 


-428 

— 

-2,336 

— 

3,295 

2,867 

4,493 

2,157 

3,295 

2,867 

4,493 

2,157 

3,295 

2,867 

4,493 

2,157 


Adopted LOS Standard Group II C 
Existing Condition '•Better 11 than Standard 



JOBS 


HOUSING 




PIPELINE IS BUILT OUT BY 1997. 8 YEARS 


STATISTICAL PROFILE 



1987 Estimates 



Number 

General Plan 
Rank Holdlna Caoacitv 

Population 

42.300* 

6 


Jobs 

10,705 

8 

14,000 

Housing Units 

13,507 

6 

18,000 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

.79 

8 


Percent Who Work in 
Montgomery County 

59% 

9 


1983 Median 

$64,110 

1 



Household Income 

1986 Median Sales Price of New Housing Units 

Price Rank 

Single-Family Detached $351,500 1 

Single-Family Attached $220,000 1 


Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1979-1984 

Number Bank 


Mover Households (includes 32% 12 

movers to and within area) 


Average Number gf Schoot-Aga 
Children by Structure Type: 



Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Mura-Family 

1.10 

.29 

1 

1 

Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Multi-Family 

.89 

.08 

1 

7 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 


Number 

Rank 

Average Annual Job Capacity 
Added by New Buildings 

180 

10 

Housing Units Per Year 

320 

8 
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PROGRAMMED IMPROVEMENTS IN THE SILVER SPRING/TAKOMA PARK 
AND SILVER SPRING CBD POLICY AREAS 


CODE PROJ. // PROJECT NAME 


START END TAS 


151009 

WMATA 

873116 


1-495: MD 355-MD 97 (S) 

Red Line Extension to Wheaton* 

(c} v ?s r t s S r j ns Inters/Roadwa y Im p* 


Highway C program^ 6d by WMATA ’ Funds d <> not appear in State or County 
Area? 67 t0 column headin S a an d symbols, see ?ethesda/Chevy Chase Policy 



SILVER SPRING/TAKOMA PARK 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

FY 88 Ceiling 

Net Remaining 

FY 89 Recommended TAS Ceiling 
Net Remaining 

FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling 
Net Remaining 


JOBS HOUSING 


880 

— _ — 

-207— 

— — 

1,380 

500 

824 

617 

1,380 

500 

824 

617 

1,380 

500 

824 

617 


Adopted LOS Standard Group V D/E 
Existing Condition “Better" than Standard 



JOBS 


HOUSING 




STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 


Characteristics of Households Which 




General Plan 

Moved Between 1979-1984 


Population 

Number 

Rank 

Holding Capacity 


Number 

Rank 

67,000* 

4 


Mover Households (includes 

51% 

5 

Jobs 

42,014 

32,370 

3 

154,000 

41,000 

movers to. and within area) 
Average Number of SchooLAqe 



Jobs/Housing Ratio 

3 

Chadian t&JSlaclum lypaL 



1.29 

5 


Mover Households 



Percent Who Work in 
Montgomery County 

42% 

13 


Single-Family 

Mum-Family 

.44 

.17 

11 

5' 

1983 Median 
Household Income 

$24,060 

13 


Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Mufti-Family 

.39 

.19 

13 

5 

1986 Median Sales Price of 

New Housing Units 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth 

Trends 


Price 

Rank 



Number 

Rank 

Single-Family Detached 

$174,000 

4 


Average Annual Job Capacity 
Added by New Buildings 

1,790 

5 

Single-Family Attached 

$122,633 

4 


Housing Units Per Year 

80 

13 


AGP- 107 



Jobs 


SILVER SPRING CBD 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

FY 88 Ceiling 
Net Remaining 

FY 89 Recommended TAS Ceiling 
Net Remaining 

FY 89 Forecasted RTAS Ceiling, 
Net Remaining 


JOBS HOUSING 


4,085 


383 


14,835 

10,750 

3,383 

3,000 

14,835 

10,750 

3,383 

3,000 

14,835 

10,750 

3,383 

3,000 


Adopted LOS Standard Group VI is not applicable 



JOBS 


HOUSING 




Separate statistical profiles are not included for the CBD area because 
the data cannot be easily separated from the larger Silver Spring/Takorria 
Park Policy Area. Data from the 1987 Census Update may enable us to 
do this in the future. 
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December 1, 1987 


The Montgomery County Council 
Stella B. Werner Council Office Bldg. 
Rockville, MD 20850 


I am pleased to transmit to you the second Annual Growth Policy (AGP) for 
Montgomery County for fiscal year 1989. As required by local law (Bill 11-86), 
the Planning Board is submitting by December 1 a draft of the Annual Growth 
Policy to the County Executive for revision before it is submitted by the 
Executive to the County Council by January 1. 

During the Planning Board review of the staff draft of the AGP document, we 
have had the benefit of a public forum, suggestions from the Executive staff and 
the Montgomery County Public Schools staff, a number of written commentaries 
from civic groups and developers, and further staff analysis. Our submission 
consists of (1) an overview of the annual growth policy process, (2) the growth 
policy itself, in the format adopted by the Council last year, and (3) a number 
of appendices. It will be followed shortly by the public release of two supple- 
mentary Montgomery County Planning Department reports, entitled "Trends and 
Forecasts" and "Alternative Transportation Scenarios and Staging Ceilings." 

Your staff has already received the major elements of these reports in draft 
form, as well as participated in all the Planning Board discussions of these 
topics . 

In transmitting this AGP to you, we would like to call your attention to 
the following issues. 


The Honorable Sidney Kramer 
County Executive 
Executive Office Building 


ive Ul 


Dear MrAnCramer and Council Members; 


1. The FY 89 AGP includes four alternative transportation staging ceil- 
ings. The transportation staging ceilings are a quantification in terms of jobs 
and housing units of the amount of additional development that could be handled 
by a given level of programmed roads. The four sets of ceilings are: 

A. FY 89 Anticipated Ceiling. This represents the amount of development 
which could be accommodated by the natural progression into the fifth 
year of the Approved FY 1988-93 Capital Improvements Program and the 
State FY 87-92 CTP. 

B. FY 89 RTAS Ceiling. This represents a revised computation of staging 
ceilings in policy areas where the Planning Department's intermediate 
forecasts indicate that the pipeline will not be built out until after 
the seventh year of the Approved FY 88-93 CIP and the State FY 87-92 
CTP. This computation follows the guidelines outlined in the Report 
of the Test at Permit Committee, as accepted by the County Council. 
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The proposed RTAS amendment allows the ceiling to be calculated based 
on transportation projects that would have 100 percent of the con- 
struction expenditures within the first seven years of the approved 
CIP or CTP, in accordance with a sliding scale formula and based on a 
finding by the Executive that the roads to be counted in the 5th, 6th, 
and 7th years of the CIP are dependable in terms of scheduling. 

C. Augmented A Ceiling. This represents the amount of development which 
could be accommodated by the fifth year of the approved CIP and CTP 
and by transportation capacity made available through the acceleration 
of several transportation projects. The list of transportation pro- 
jects to be considered for acceleration was provided by the Department 
of Transportation. 

D. Augmented B Ceiling. This represents the amount of development which 
could be accommodated by the fifth year of the approved CIP and CTP 
and by transportation capacity made available through the acceleration 
of a more extensive transportation project list prepared by Department 
of Planning staff. 

2. In keeping with the approach outlined in the AGP legislation, the 
alternative ceilings described above are provided as a reference framework to 
assist the County Executive in relating his yet-to-be published recommended CIP 
for FY 89-94 to an appropriate set of growth policy ceilings to sub-areas of the 
County. Staff of the Planning Department has already discussed the findings of 
this draft AGP with Executive staff, and has included a ceiling assessment of 
the draft CIP provided by Executive staff (item C above). Planning staff will 
continue to make themselves available, to the maximum extent possible within our 
resources, to provide further analysis to the Executive as his final CIP and AGP 
recommendations are prepared during December. After review of the Executive s 
recommended CIP and AGP, the Planning Board may wish to make further or amended 
recommendations to the County Council, similar to the process engaged in last 
year. 


3. The policy area staging ceilings are derived from a traffic model in 
which a principal parameter is the Level of Service (LOS) standard. This stan- 
dard is basically a policy judgment made ultimately by the County Council. In 
response to Council’s request for additional analysis of how to measure level of 
service, the Planning staff this year has refined the basis for setting LOS 
standards, based upon a broader definition of transit availability. Staff has 
analyzed to a greater level of detail the effect of transit service and traffic 
alleviation measures on overall transportation capacity, and clarified how 
capacity provided by transit and traffic alleviation measures is accounted for 
in the setting of ceilings in the Annual Growth Policy. As a result of this 
work, the Planning Board has reclassified the Fairland/White Oak Policy Area 
as Group III. For a further discussion of this work, please refer to the 
supplementary report entitled "Alternative Transportation Scenarios and Staging 
Ceilings." 
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4 For-each -policy- area , —the- staging- ceiling-is-di-vided-between— j obs-and — 

housing units. The judgment about the division of the ceiling begins with a 
review of the land use recommendations of the relevant master plans . An 
analysis of market trends is then added, including an estimate of the most 
probable development time frame for both jobs and housing. The basic principle 
used by staff, in dividing the transportation capacity within an area between 
jobs and housing, has been to avoid moratoria wherever possible, and to provide 
for build-out at the forecasted rate over a time period that is approximately 
the same for both jobs and housing. At this time, the Planning staff is develop- 
ing an explanatory paper on the jobs -housing relationship as part of the General 
Plan Assessment. Once this paper is completed, the Planning Board may wish to 
revise its recommended division of the ceilings between jobs and housing units. 

In the meantime, we believe the proportions represented in this draft are 
reasonable . 

5. The FY 89 AGP includes the school methodology developed during 1986 
and 1987 by the staffs of the Planning Board, County Executive, Montgomery 
County Public Schools, and ultimately recommended by a Task Force established by 
Council to report on the best approach to setting ceilings based on school 
facility capacity. If one uses the approach outlined in the Task Force report, 
and if one further assumes that the Board of Education's Requested FY 89-94 CIP 
were to be adopted, the conclusion reached is that adequate school capacity will 
exist in all areas of the County in 1992 for APFO purposes. Obviously, if the 
Executive and Council end up with a lower level of new school capacity than 
contained in the BOE's FY 89-94 CIP, then this conclusion will need reconsidera- 
tion. 


6. A continuing problem exists with how to best relate the growth manage- 
ment activities of the County, as reflected in this AGP, with the activities of 
the cities of Rockville and Gaithersburg, which have their own planning and 
zoning powers. At present, Rockville has a form of adequate public facility 
review on a case-by-case basis, using a method analogous to the Local Area 
Review (LAR) method of this AGP. Rockville as yet has proposed no formal 
mechanism for relating its overall staging capacity to that of the surrounding 
areas of the County. Gaithersburg is in a similar position, and does not have 
the Local Area Review (LAR) equivalent of Rockville's process either. Some 
discussion of this issue has occurred among Planning Board and staff, Executive 
staff, and the City of Rockville, in connection with Rockville's Proposed Maxi- 
mum Expansion Limits (MEL) document, but no complete resolution of the adequate 
public facilities coordination problem has been reached so far, and further 
discussions about the draft MEL document have been temporarily delayed during 
the recent Rockville election period. The Executive may wish to propose further 
initiatives with regard to obtaining better APFO coordination among and with 
these two independent jurisdictions. 

7. An issue raised in the Council's public hearings last year on the FY 
88 AGP concerned the question of how extensive the "policy" element of the AGP 
should be. The Planning Board's draft included a section called "Framework for 
Policy," which the Executive's revised draft deleted, and substituted for it a 
much shorter list of assumed "growth policies." We believe it was generally 
recognized last year that the first year for the Council to adopt an AGP pre- 
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sented many complexities, and that the evolution of the AGP document to satisfy 
all possible demands on it will obviously take more than one year to occur. The 
historical example of the refinement of the CIP document over a number of years 
is illustrative of the need to recognize that major policy instruments normally 
do take a number of years to jell into a satisfactory format. Having recognized 
this, however, we remain sensitive to the fact that the time pressures on all 
concerned, in producing and adopting an annual growth policy, tend to preclude 
the opportunity for a broad ranging public dialogue over long range policy 
issues , such as the appropriate long term balance to be sought between employ- 
ment and housing growth. Our current thinking is that major policy issues, such 
as the latter example, are better dealt with through the vehicle of the General 
Plan Assessment. In preparing this draft AGP, we have proceeded on the assump- 
tion that the General Plan exercise is where "broad policy" should be explored, 
and our staff is preparing its General Plan work within this context. 

In conclusion, we look forward to working with both the Executive and 
Council on these important matters during the coming months, and will be avail- 
able to answer any questions or participate in discussions as appropriate. 


A 

'Sincerely yours, 

tyorman L. Christeller 
Chairman 

Montgomery County Planning Board 
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MEMORANDUM 


December 29, 1987 


TO: Michael L. Subin, President 

Montgomery County Council - 

FROM: Sidney Kramer, County Executive 

SUBJECT: Recommended Amendments to the FY 88 Annual Growth Policy 


I am pleased to transmit two amendments to the adopted FY 88 
Annual Growth Policy. One corrects the jobs ceiling number for the Damascus 
Policy Area. The other implements a proposal by the Housing Opportunities 
Commission that the AGP include a special allocation of development capacity 
for affordable housing. The County Council directed that an amendment be 
prepared to reflect this proposal. The attached amendment represents 
Planning Board and Executive Branch work to implement that directive. I 
anticipate that the Council will be holding a public hearing on these 
amendments, and I look forward to stating my views at that time. 

ADEQUATE PUBLIC FACILITIES JOBS CEILING FOR DAMASCUS 

In early November, the Planning Board's staff reported its 
discovery that it had mistakenly transferred all the completions from the 
Group I areas to the Damascus Policy Area when it was designated as a policy 
area separate from the Group I area. As a result, the FY 88 AGP ceiling lor 
Damascus was based erroneously on an existing job base well above the level 
which could be adequately supported by available and programmed public 
facilities. As adopted, the FY 88 AGP showed a deficit in the net remaining 
capacity for jobs for the Damascus area. The Planning staff's corrected 
numbers for both the ceiling and the net remaining capacity for the FY 88 
AGP are indicated on the attached Table 1 and Table 2. 

I recommend that the Council correct the Damascus jobs ceiling by 
amending the APF ceilings in the FY 88 AGP. While the revised ceiling 
represents a technical correction, rather than a modification of policy, the 
effect of the change is a lifting of the jobs moratorium, and therefore, is 
both a substantive and a procedural change. As such, it calls for an 
independent amendment to the AGP. 


Michael L. Sub in 
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It should be noted that this amendment has no affect on the 
moratorium on housing development in the Damascus Policy Area. The housing 
ceiling remains a deficit of 129 units, with the net remaining capacity also 
a deficit of 664 units. 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING AMENDNDMENT TO THE FY 88 AGP 


Rationale for the Allocation in the AGP 

One of the purposes of the AGP is to provide a mechanism for the 
resolution of conflicting public policies that pertain to growth management 
issues. The Housing Opportunities Commission has pointed out a conflict 
that exists between our growth management policies and our housing 
policies. On one hand, the County has a policy of strictly balancing 
development with the availability of public facilities. On the other hand, 
the County has a policy which calls for a balanced supply of housing, and 
emphasizes the need for affordable housing for low and moderate income 
families. These two policies are inconsistent with one another in six 
policy areas of the County where new residential subdivisions are limited. 

The Council, through the AGP, establishes limitations on growth in 
each policy area, based on the availability of public facilities such as 
roads and schools. The growth ceilings adopted last June permit continued 
residential growth in most policy areas, but in six areas the existing and 
programmed capacity is already committed to previous subdivision approvals, 
causing a moratorium on new approvals to be imposed. The development of 
affordable housing for low and moderate income families is constrained both 
by the increased cost of land which results from such moratoria, and by the 
fact that some areas of the County are closed to residential development 
altogether. 

HOC is faced with the difficult task of providing and promoting 
the development of affordable housing. It seeks new funding sources in 
order to compensate for limited public funds, and needs flexibility to 
respond to proposals from developers who may wish to take advantage of 
special tax credits, preferred financing opportunities, and so forth. In 
fact, HOC is now negotiating with two developers who are interested in 
including housing for low and moderate income families in their privately 
funded developments. In both cases, the sites are in policy areas closed to 
residential development. This situation illustrates that the conflict in 
public policies has practical and immediate ramifications. 

The Amendment 


HOC has proposed that this conflict be resolved by amending the 
rules for administering the Annual Growth Policy to provide a special 
allocation of transportation capacity in policy areas otherwise closed to 
residential development. Both the Executive Branch and the Planning Board 
endorse this approach, in recognition of the importance of the policy of 
assuring an adequate supply of affordable housing. 
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The amendment is designed to answer needs hiqhliqhted by the 
Housing Opportunities Commission, but in a simplified, limited fashion. I 
recommend that in each policy area closed to residential development, 125 
housing units may be added to the net available ceiling for HOC projects, or 
250 units forqualifying privately developed projects. While these 
developments are not required to meet the areawide transportation threshold 
test, they would nonetheless, be required to meet all other standards of 
Local Area Review. 

Housing units approved for subdivision under this plan would be 
counted in the policy area pipeline of residential approvals, and would thus 
become part of that area's deficit in Net Remaining Capacity. Future 
transportation capacity for the area would first be applied to eliminating 
the deficit before additional development could be approved. 

The units in each new project that are available for low and 
moderate income families would be required to remain so for a period of 15 
years. In HOC projects, up to 50% of the units could be designated for low 
and moderate income families. For developments sponsored by the private 
sector, a minimum of 20% of the units would be targeted for families at or 
below 50% of the area median, or 40% of the units if they are set aside for 
families at or below 60% of the area median. 

A countywide maximum of 750 units could be approved in FY 88. If 
all units are developed privately, 150 to 300 of the units would actually be 
reserved for low and moderate income families. In HOC sponsored projects, 
approximately 375 of the units would be set aside. The remainder would be 
market rate units. 

The original proposal from the Housing Opportunities Commission 
included two provisions which were modified by the Planning Board. HOC 
proposed that private developments be limited to 175 units, and suggested 
that the Planning Board could approve projects in excess of that number by 
"borrowing" from the special allocation for a subsequent year. The Planning 
Board eliminated the borrowing provision, deciding instead to raise the 
limit to 250 units per policy area. 

I concur with both changes by the Planning Board. It is important 
to allow sufficient flexibility to increase the likelihood that affordable 
housing projects will indeed develop. At the same time, this special 
allocation is designed to be a limited, temporary solution. Specific, 
annual allocations should be used only while we search for better, long-term 
solutions. 


The revised amendment also adds a countywide cap to the 
allocation. The cap reflects my estimate of how many affordable housing 
units are likely to be sought before this fiscal year ends. It also 
reflects my desire to control the impact on roads and schools of any 
developments approved under this provision. 
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Why Amend the FY 88 Annual Growth Policy 

Developing affordable housing, especially in a market like 
Montgomery County, is a difficult proposition without subsidies. The 
Federal Government, which has been a primary source of funding for such 
projects, has severely cut back its commitment and its resources devoted to 
affordable housing. One of the few remaining opportunities for developers 
is a federal tax incentive program. Even this program is scheduled to 
terminate December 31, 1989. As the program is now structured, these 
remaining tax credits can be applied only to units which are built and 
occupied by that date. With such a short time frame, every month becomes 
critical and this urgency argues against waiting for the FY 89 Annual Growth 
Policy. An amendment to the FY 88 AGP provides an additional four months of 
important lead time needed to take advantage of these credits for affordable 
housing. 

How to Amend the FY 88 Annual Growth Policy 


I recommend amending the Transportation Guidelines section by 
creating a subsection containing specific guidelines for this allocation. 

The permissive statement is located under "Amendments of Policy Ceilings", 
while the Local Area Review section is expanded to require projects filed 
under this program to qualify under Local Area Review. 

The Planning Board has suggested amending the "Ceiling 
Flexibility" section of the AGP in its version of the amendment. . We 
considered that option, but prefer to retain the current definition of 
ceiling flexibility. 

Under that provision of the guidelines, a developer can eliminate the 
traffic impact of a project and thus receive subdivision approval, by 
constructing a public facility or establishing an alternative transportation 
program such as a ridesharing matching service or shuttle bus. As 
structured by this amendment, the affordable housing allocation does not 
require such developer participation, although it does require the 
developments to pass Local Area Review. 

Furthermore, under ceiling flexibility, the impact of these 
projects on the net remaining capacity would not be recorded. By increasing 
the deficit according to the size of an affordable housing project, we 
guarantee that the long-term impact will be mitigated before additional 
developments can be approved. 

The Planning Board has suggested that the amendment delete the 
existing language in the Growth Policy, Section III, "Issues to be Addressed 
During Next Fiscal Year." I recommend leaving that section intact, 
primarily for historical purposes. 

The Future of the Special Allocation 

My FY 89 Recommended Annual Growth Policy supports continuation of 
this special allocation for affordable housing but with one modification: I 
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recommend raising the maximum number of units which can be approved 
cou n t~yw i ci e~ to - 1 7000 _ dur i ng FY 89. 

This special allocation is a short-term measure designed to 
correct an immediate problem, as well as, a conflict in public policies. The 
FY 90 AGP should address the issue of affordable housing in a more 
comprehensive manner. I understand that Counci lmembers Adams and Hanna have 
established a task force to examine ways to increase the supply of housing 
for low and moderate income families. I look forward to working with them 
and others on finding a comprehensive solution to this important problem for 
all of Montgomery County. 


MR : sm 

cc: N. Christeller, Chairman 

Montgomery County Planning Board 

Bernard Tetreault, Executive Director 
Housing Opportunities Commission 



Amendment to Bill No. 11-364 
Concerning: Approval of FY 88 Annual 

Growth Policy. 

Draft No. & Date: 2 - 1/20/88 

Introduced: 

Public Hearing: 

Adopted: 

Effective: 

Ordinance No.: 


COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 


By: 


AN AMENDMENT TO FY 88 Annual Growth Policy for the Purpose of 


amending the Guidelines for administration of the Adequate 
Public Facilities Ordinance to provide for Planning Board 
approval of affordable housing units in certain Policy Areas 
and correcting the jobs ceiling and net remaining capacity for 
the Damascus Policy area. 

By amending the following sections: 

A. "Guidelines for Transportation Facilities." 

(1) Policy Area Review: 

(b) Special Ceiling Allocation for Low and Moderate Income 
Housing 

(d) Amendment of Policy Ceilings. 

(2) Local Area Review; 

Table I; and 
Table II 


EXPLANATIONS: Under! ining indicates language added to existing law. 

Underlining with brackets indicates Planning Board language 
deleted by the Executive. 

[[Double brackets]] indicate language deleted from 
existing law. 
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Resolution No. : 

Introduced: 

Adopted: 

COUNT-Y COUNC IL-FOR -MONTGOMERY- COUNTY .-MAR YLAND 


By: County Council 


Subject: Approval of Amendment to FY88 Annual Growth Policy 

Background 


1. On June 30, 1987, the Montgomery County Council adopted the FY88 Annual 
Growth Policy (AGP) containing a set of recommended growth capacity ceilinqs 
for each policy area within the County as guidelines for the administration of 
the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance, and other information relevant to 
the subject of growth policy. 

2. On July 18, 1987, in accordance with the Annual Growth Policy amendment 
procedures of Resolution No. 11-364, the Montgomery County Planning Board 
submitted to the County Executive a proposed amendment to the FY88 Annual 
Growth Policy to establish separate development controls for the Silver Sprinq 
Central Business District. After worksessions and modifications the Montgomery 
County Council adopted the amendment on November 10, 1987. 

3. On December 18, 1987, in accordance with the Annual Growth Policy 

amendment procedures of Resolution No. H-364, the MontgomeryTounty Pl anning 
Board submitted to the County Executive a proposed a mendment to the FY 88 “ 

Annual Srowth Pol icy yo establ ish a special allocation of tr ansportation 
capacity for the development of low and moderate income housing. 

4. On Dec ember 16, 1987, in accordance with the Annual Growth Policy 

amendment "procedures or Resolution No. ) 1-3 bT, the Montgomery Couri tFPl anning 
Board submitted to the County Executive a proposed amendment to the FY 88 “ 

Annual Growth Policy to correct an error in the jobs cei l inn fnr th* 

policy area. — 

On December 29, 1987, the Coun ty Executive transmitted the FY 88 Annual 
Growtn Hon ey, amended as described in Numbers 4 and T" a hm/ P- to the Countv 
Counci 1 . “ — ~ — 1 — - 


[[3. On July 18, 1987, the County Executive, in accordance with Part 1 

Section III, Paragraph 1 of the FY88 Annual Growth Policy, submitted an 
amendment to the Annual Growth Policy in conjunction with a proposed amendment 
to the staging section of the 1975 Silver Spring Central Business District 
Sector Plan and proposed legislation establishing a Transportation Management 
District.]] 


[[4. The Silver Spring Sector Plan Amendment and this amendment to the 

Annual Growth Policy are intended as interim measures to guide development 
until a comprehensive review of the Silver Spring CBD Sector Plan is 
completed. ]] 

[[5. On September 15th and September 17, 1987, the County Council held a 

public hearing on the County Executive's recommended amendment to the FY88 
adopted Growth Policy, the Final Draft Silver Spring Sector Plan amendment, 
and the proposed legislation establishing a Transportation Management 
District.]] 

[[6. On October 1, 5, 19, and 27, 1987 and November 3, 1987, the Council 
conducted worksessions on the recommended amendment to the FY88 Annual Growth 
Policy, the Final Draft Silver Spring Sector Plan Amendment, and the proposed 
legislation establishing a Transportation Management District, at which time 
careful consideration was given to the public hearing testimony, recommended 
revisions by the Montgomery County Planning Board, and the comments and 
concerns of interested parties.]] 

[[7. In reaching its conclusion as to the appropriate staging ceiling 

that could be supported by public transportation facilities in the Group VI 
Policy Area and vicinity, the Council considered traffic impact analyses, 
including cordon average methodology, area average level of service approach, 
adjacent intersection review, various traffic directional distributions, 
citizen observations, and the personal observations of Council members. This 
judgment also involved consideration of possible road and intersection 
improvements, neighborhood traffic circulation plans, proposed efforts to 
protect the safety of pedestrians, existing and projected levels of service 
and reasonably certain mass transit improvements, such as the extension of 
Metrorail to Wheaton within the next three years.]] 

[[8. The Council also considered the estimated effect of the proposed 

transportation management district and the reasonableness of the proposed 
commuting goals. The Council reviewed the experience of other jurisdictions 
in implementing transportation management districts, current modal split 
levels at Silver Spring and other Central Business Districts with Metrorail 
stations, Silver Spring bus service, and current County efforts to encourage 
mass transit usage, ridesharing, and other transportation system management 
measures. ]] 

[[9. The Council concludes that achievement of the commuting goals 
specified in the Annual Growth Policy requires both implementation of the 
Transportation Management District and a constrained parking policy in the 
Central Business District. Traffic mitigation agreements with developers and 
traffic mitigation plans submitted by employers should reduce the number of 
peak period single occupancy vehicle trips in the Central Business District. 

A numerical target number of maximum total long term parking spaces to be 
provided is established to implement the constrained parking policy and 
thereby encourage transit usage, ridesharing, and other transportation system 
management measures.]] 
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[CIO. The Council concludes that a reasonable and substantial technical 
basis exists for its traffic and other transportation related determinations. 
The transportation capacity estimates of the County Executive and the Planning 

-Board-are^-howeven.—tempered-by—legi-S-lati-ve-caution— relating- to- the- 

effectiveness of the Transportation Management District, constrained parking 
policies, [and] potential capital improvements, and an acceptable level of 
service. ]] 

[[11. The staging ceilings will allow reasonable and economically viable 
development during the interim period. They will substantially advance County 
land-use objectives as set forth in the Silver Spring Central Business 
District Sector Plan, as amended, and correlate available transportation 
capacity to those objectives.]] 


ACTION 


The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, adopts the background 
statement and approves the following Resolution: 

The County Executive's recommended Amendment to the FY88 Annual Growth 
Policy has been received and significantly amended by the County Council, so 
that the following constitutes the entire Annual Growth Policy for FY88 as 
amended: 

I. Guidelines for the Administration of the Adequate Public Facilities 
Ordinance: 

The Montgomery County Subdivision Ordinance, Chapter 50, Section 
35(k), directs the Montgomery County Planning Board to approve 
preliminary plans of subdivision only after finding that public 
facilities will be adequate to serve the subdivision. This involves 
predicting future demand from private development and comparing it to 
the capacity of existing and programmed public facilities. 

The following guidelines describe the methods and criteria that the 
Planning Board and its staff must use in determining the adequacy of 
public facilities. These guidelines supersede all previous ones 
adopted administratively by the Planning Board to the extent that 
these guidelines conflict with previous ones. They also supersede 
those provisions of the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance which 
were specified to apply only until the County Council had approved an 
Annual Growth Policy. 

The Council accepts the definitions of terms and the assignment of 
values to key measurement variables which were used by the Planning 
Board and its staff, and accepted by the Executive, in developing the 
recommended Annual Growth Policy. The Council delegates to the 
Planning Board and its staff all other necessary administrative 
decisions not covered by the guidelines outlined below. In its 
administration of the APFO, the Planning Board is directed to request 
and consider the recommendations of the County Executive and other 
agencies in determining the adequacy of public facilities. 
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Subdivision applications may be subject to two different types of 
test. One is called the Policy Area Review. The other is called the 
Local Area Review. 

The Policy Area Review divides the County into policy areas. These 
are geographic areas for which the adequacy of public facilities is 
addressed on an area-wide basis, as follows: 

With regard to transportation, a staging ceiling may be 

established for each policy area. 

With regard to school facilities, a legislative determination 

will be made whether the school facilities for each policy area 

are adequate. 

The staging ceiling for a policy area is defined as the maximum 
amount of land development that can be accommodated by the existing 
and programmed public facilities serving the area, at an assigned 
level of service standard. The legislative directive concerning 
school policy areas reflects a determination whether additional 
development can be accommodated by the schools. The policy area 
staging ceilings and directives approved in this annual growth policy 
are to remain in effect throughout FY 88 unless amended subsequently 
by the County Council after public hearing. 

Except for special circumstances which are described below (see 
discussions of "Ceiling Flexibility"), if a proposed subdivision is 
in a geographic policy area for which previously approved development 
(pipeline) exceeds the staging ceiling, or for which a negative 
school facility directive exists, then the Planning Board must find 
the public facilities to be inadequate. 

The purpose of the policy area review method for transportation 
facilities is to place the individual subdivision within the context 
of a comprehensive, countywide assessment, which takes account of, 
and properly allows for, the upstream and downstream traffic impacts 
of development in various geographic areas. Similarly , the purpose of 
the policy area directives concerning school facilities is to reflect 
the ability of the public school system to accommodate students from 
new development. 

The policy area ceilings and directives described in this AGP are 
based on the public facilities in the Adopted FYs 88-93 Capital 
Improvements Program and the Maryland Department, of Transportation FY 
88-92 Consolidated Transportation Program. These ceilings and 
directives and their supporting planning and measurement process have 
been the subject of a public hearing and review during work sessions 
by the County Council. Approval of the ceilings and directives 
reflects a legislative judgment that, all things considered, these 
staging ceilings and procedures constitute a reasonable, appropriate, 
and desirable set of interim growth limits, which are properly 
related to the ability of the County to program and construct 
facilities necessary to accommodate growth. 
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These guidelines are not intended to be used as a means for 
government to avoid its responsibility to provide adequate public 
facilities. Alternatives may be available for developers who wish to 
. p ro.ce ed_.i n_a d va nc e_o f_ t he_a do p t ed-p ub-l-i c— f a c i-l-i t-i e s- -pro gram-,- 1 h rough— 
the provision of additional public facility capacity beyond that 
contained in the adopted Capital Improvements Program, or through 
other measures which accomplish an equivalent effect. 

The administration of the Adequate Public Facilities ordinance shall 
at all times be consistent with adopted master plans and sector 
plans. Where development staging in adopted master plans or sector 
plans are more restrictive than APF guide! ines,the guidelines in the 
adopted master plan or sector plan shall be used to the extent that 
they are more restrictive. More restrictive guidelines can be found 
in the Bethesda Sector Plan, the Friendship Heights Sector Plan, the 
Silver Spring CBD Sector Plan, the Grosvenor Sector Plan, the 
Nicholson Lane Sector Plan and the Shady Grove West portion of the 
Gaithersburg Vicinity Master Plan. The ceiling in the Potomac Policy 
Area is set at the zoning ceiling based on the policy in the Potomac 
Master Plan. The ceiling in all Group I areas is set at the zoning 
ceiling subject to guidelines for local area review and guidelines 
for water and sewerage facilities. The ceiling in the Fairland/White 
Oak Policy Area also is set at a level that reflects the policy of 
the Eastern Montgomery County Master Plan (see further description 
below). 

A. Guidelines for Transportation Facilities 

(1) Policy Area Review 

(a) Establishment of Staging Ceilings 

For the purposes of transportation analysis, the 
County has been divided into 246 areas called traffic 
zones. Based upon their transportation 
characteristics, these areas are grouped into 
Transportation Policy Areas. In many cases, 
Transportation Policy Areas have boundaries that are 
the same as Planning Area boundaries. 

Map 1 shows the policy areas, and generally the 
acceptable "Level of Service" standard assigned to 
each of them. These levels of service standards 
represent a statistical average over the whole policy 
area. They are used in the calculations in the 
traffic simulation model described below. In general, 
the level of service standards posted for each policy 
area are based on a policy that it is appropriate to 
permit greater congestion to occur in areas in which 
greater transit availability provides an alternative 
mode of travel for many travelers in the area. (See 
Chart 1 ) 
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Through the use of a computerized traffic simulation 
model, the Planning staff has computed a balanced 
relationship between a programmed set of 
transportation facilities and a geographical pattern 
of jobs and housing units. Policy area ceilings have 
been established through a process which assigns a 
hypothetical future land use pattern (i.e. , jobs, and 
housing units derived from interim market projections) 
to the County, and tests its traffic impact through 
the use of this model. Through a process of repetitive 
trial and error, this land use pattern has been 
modified so that it produces a traffic volume and 
distribution that is equivalent to the average level 
of service standards for each policy area. The 
ceilings established by this method are shown in Table 
1 . 

The ceiling in the Fairl anri/White Oak policy area is 
set at the D average level of service, notwithstanding 
its Group II status. This reflects the policy 
decision in the Eastern Montgomery County Master Plan 
that housing density, reduced for environmental 
reasons near the high-quality Paint Branch 
tributaries, should be increased in the U.S. 29 
corridor where it can be better served by transit, and 
that, as the number of jobs and housing in this 
corridor increases, transit service can be increased 
to adequately serve the transportation needs of this 
density. 

The traffic simulation model takes into account all 
existing and approved development and all eligible 
programmed transportation CIP projects. For these 
purposes, "approved development" includes all approved 
preliminary plans of subdivision. "Eligible programmed 
transportation CIP projects" include all County CIP 
and State Transportation Program projects for which 
100% of the construction expenditures are scheduled 
within the first four years of the County CIP. 
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Table 1 


APF T ranspo rtati on Cei 1 ijigs_ 
("January 1986 Base)" 1 


Policy Area ^ 

Bethesda 

Cloverly 

Damascus 5 

Fairland/White Oak 
Gaithersburg East 
Gaithersburg West 
Germantown East 
Germantown West 
Kensi ngton/Wheaton 
North Bethesda 
Olney 
Potomac 

Silver Spring/Takoma Park 



Housing 

Jobs 

Units 

19,906 

4,083 

693 

(290) 

854 [(1,385)] 

(565) 

7,TO) 

6,500 

18,488 

11,239 

32,965 

8,188 

4,244 

287 

6,906 

3,920 

12,208 

6,694 

14,499 

2,940 

1,687 

3,900 

3,371 

3,925 

17,037 

2,127 


The ceilings indicate the number of jobs and housing units in addition to 
those already in place or with construction complete as of January 1, 

1986, which can be accommodated within the Roadway Level of Service 
establishead for each priority area. 

Group I Policy Areas are not assigned staging ceilings. In these areas, 
subdivision applications are subject to Transportation Local Area Review, 
as well as to relevant zoning and water and sewer constraints. 

See Text for Administrative Guideline 

In any policy area with insufficient net remaining capacity, the ceiling 
is amended by 125 or 250 housing units for affordable housing 
developments, up to a maximum of 750 countywide. See AGP text for 
specific guidelines. 

The Damascus ceiling is based on the January 1987 base because it is no 
longer possible to replicate the model which produced the original ceiling 
numfeers adopted June 30, 1987 . 
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Table 2 


Capacity Remaining Under Transportation Ceilings 
As of March 31, 1987 
(January 1986 Base) 1 


JOBS HOUSING UNITS 5 


Pol icy Area 

Jobs 

Ceil ing^ 

Pipel ine 5 

Remain inq 
Capacity 4 

Housing 
Units 
Ceil ing^ 

Pipel ine 5 

Remaining 

Capacity 4 

Bethesda 

19,906 

18,150 

1,756 

4,083 

1,319 

2,764 

Cloverly 

693 

193 

500 

(290) 

1,190 

(1,480) 

Damascus^ 

854 

246 

608 

(565) 

709 

(1,274) 

LDamascus 

(1,355-) 

547 

(1,55?) 

T35F7 

705 

IT, 274) ] 

Fairland/White Oak 

7,000 

11,171 

(4,171) 

6,500 

7,808 

(1,308) 

Gaithersburg East 

18,488 

20,130 

(1,642) 

11,239 

8,024 

3,215 

Gaithersburg West 

22,965 

19,360 

3,605 

8,188 

5,342 

2,846 

Germantown East 

4,244 

5,465 

(1,221) 

2,878 

1,860 

(1,573) 

Germantown West 

6,906 

6,481 

425 

3,920 

5,780 

(1,860) 

Kensington/Wheaton 

12,208 

4,039 

8,169 

6,694 

5,973 

721 

North Bethesda 

14,499 

15,776 

(1,277) 

2,940 

3,210 

(270) 

Olney 

1,687 

1,229 

458 

3,900 

3,627 

273 

Potomac 

3,371 

904 

2,467 

3,925 

2,666 

1,259 

Silver Spring/Takoma 

17,037 

72,274 

4,763 

2,127 

510 

1,617 


The ceilings indicate the number of jobs and housing units, in addition to those 
already in place or with construction complete as of January 1, 1986, which can be 
accommodated within the Roadway Level of Service established for each priority area. 

^ Group I Policy Areas are not assigned staging ceilings. In these areas, subdivision 
applications are subject to Transportation Local Area Review, as well as to relevant 
zoning and water and sewer constraints. 

-3 

0 Total number of jobs or housing units in subdivisions approved up to March 31, 

1987. This total includes building completions between January 1, 1986 and 
March 31, 1987. 

4 Ceiling minus pipeline. 

5 In any policy area with insufficient net remaining capacity, the ceiling is amended 
by 125/250 housing units for affordable housing projects, up to a maximu m of 750 
countywide. See AGP text for specific guidelines. 

® The Damascus ceiling is based on the January 1987 base because it is no longer 

possible to replicate the model which produced the original ceilinq numbers adoDted 
June 30, 19877 ^ * K 
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POLICY AREAS BY TRAFFIC ZONES 

Montgomery County, Maryland 







The Silver Spring CBD is established as a separate 
Group VI Policy Area as categorized on Map 1 and Chart 
1. The Boundaries of the new policy area are shown on 
Map 2. 

The job and housing ceilings for this Group VI Policy 
Area must meet the following administrative guidelines 

all traffic limitations are derived from the 
heaviest traffic demand period, in Silver 
Spring's case, the p.m. peak hour outbound 
traffic; 

the average level of service for the surrounding 
Silver Spri ng/Takoma Park Policy Area must not be 
worse than the adopted standard of D/E; 

the outbound traffic, including both local CBD 
traffic and through traffic, must not exceed the 
Silver Spring practical cordon capacity of 18,000 
vehicles; 

the Planning Board and the Department of 
Transportation will implement Transportation 
Systems Management for the Silver Spring CBD; the 
goal of this program will be to achieve the 
commuting goals for transit use and auto 
occupancy rates set out below; 

the County Government, through the Silver Spring 
Parking District, will constrain the amount of 
public and private long term parking spaces. 

For the FY88 Annual Growth Policy, a net remaining 
jobs capacity ceiling of 10,750, of which at least 
2,000 must be retail, and 250 are reserved for 
standard method projects, and a net remaining housing 
capacity of 3,000 dwel 1 ing units meet these 
administrative guidelines. The parking constraints 
and commuting goals needed to achieve satisfactory 
traffic conditions with these ceilings are as follows: 

Parking constraint 

maximum of 17,500 public and private long term spaces 
when all non-residential development is built; (this 
maximum assumes a peak accumulation factor of .9, 
which requires verification in Silver Spring and may 
be subject to revision). Interim long term parking 
constraints will be imposed in accordance with the 
amount of interim development. Long-term public 
parking spaces will be priced to reflect the market 
value of constrained parking spaces. 
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Commuting goals 


for employers with 25 or more employees, 25 % mass 
transit use and auto occupancy rates of 1.3 persons 
per vehicle; 

for new non-residential development, 30% mass transit 
use and auto occupancy rates of 1.3 persons per 
vehicle. 

To achieve these goals it. will be necessary to require 
developers of new development to enter into traffic 
mitigation agreements and the employers and certain 
owners to submit transportation mitigation plans as 
set forth in the Transportation Systems Management 
legislation (Bill #24-87). 

Each Annual Growth Policy will reflect the Annual 
Report of the Silver Spring Transportation Management 
District, which must include a report of the status of 
critical signalized intersections (as defined in the 
report of October 5, 1987). The Annual Growth Policy, 
must include a projection of future traffic conditions 
based on intersection improvements in the proposed CIP 
and full achievement of the Transportation Management 
District goals. The Council will take this 
information into account in the decisions on the 
Growth Policy and the CIP. 

In accordance with the amendment to the Silver Spring 
Sector Plan, subdivision applications for 
non-residential standard method projects may be 
approved for development or additions of not more than 
5,000 square feet of gross floor area. (If, for a 
particular use, the addition of five peak hour trips 
yields a floor area greater than 5,000 square feet, 
that additional area may be approved for that 
particular use. ) 

Planning staff shall keep a record of all previously 
approved preliminary plans and other data about the 
status of development projects, and continuously 
update the pipeline number of approved preliminary 
plans at frequent intervals, thus constantly keeping 
in view, and presenting to the Planning Board, the 
amount of capacity still available under the adopted 
ceiling at any given time. When the subdivision 
pipeline has risen to meet the ceiling, no more 
subdivisions shall be approved by the Planning Board 
in that policy area, except under certain special 
circumstances, which are outlined below. Table 2 shows 
the net capacity remaining as of March 31, 1987.) 
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(b) Special Ceiling Allocation for Low and Moderate Income 
Housing. ~ 


The County's policy of balancing growth in each policy 

area-wi th~the supply of -pub Ti c~f aci Ti ties ,~set~ forth - 

in the Adequate Public facilities Ordinance and 
implemented through the Annual Growth Policy, has the 
effect of preventing the accomplishment of 1 another 
Important County policy, i.e. , the provision of a 
balanced housing supply, with emphasis on the 
availability of affordable housing for low and 
moderate Income famil ies. To encourage the provision 
of a housing supply which fosters the availability of 
affordable housing for low and moderate income 
Tamil ies, the Planning Board may approve affordable 
housing subdivision applications in any policy area 
with insufficient net remaining capacity, according to 
the following guide! InesT 

1. ) An affordable housing development is defined as a 
housing development which is either owned by the~ 
Housing Opportunities Commission or by a 
partnership in which HOC is the general partner; 
or f a privately-owned housing development "in 
which 20% of the uni * s are occupied by households 
at or below 50% of the area median, adjusted for 
family size, or 40% of the units are occupied by 
households at or below 60% of the area median, 
adjusted for family size. Such a development 
must be certified by HOC as having met tTie 
definition of affordable housing and the owner of 
such development must enter an agreement with HOC 
to maintain the occupancy requirements for a 
period of at least 15 years. 


2. ) For projects owned or controlled by HOC, the 

Planning Board may approve affordable housTng 
developments which include up to 125 units in a 
policy area with insufficient net remaining 
capacity. 

3. ) For privately owned affordable housing 

developments the Planning Board may approve 
projects which include up to £50 units in a 
policy area with insufficient net remaining 
capacity. 

4. ) Countywide, no more than 750 units may be 

approved under this staging ceiling amendment in 

rrw. — 1 * 
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5. ) Affordable housing developments approved under 

this increase in the staging ceil ing must meet 
tfie standards of Local Area Review. (See Section 
2., Local Area Review, below). 

6. ) D evelopments approved under this provision will 

be added to the pipeline of development? 


(c)[(b)] Staging Ceiling Flexibility 

Staging Ceiling Flexibility allows the Planning Board, 
after considering the recommendation of the County 
Executive, to approve a preliminary plan application 
which exceeds the staging ceiling. In allowing the 
staging ceiling to be exceeded, caution should be 
exercised to assure that the level of service is not 
adversely affected to a serious degree. 

In general, such approval above the staging ceiling 
shall be conditioned upon the planned and scheduled 
construction by either the applicant and/or the 
government, of some public facility projects, or other 
appropriate capacity measures, (such as the private' 
operation of a transit program) which, if added to the 
approved CIP or CTP programmed facilities, will add 
capacity or its equivalent to the existing facility 
system and result in no lessening of the area-wide 
level of service. The capacity addition must be 
scheduled for completion at the same time or before 
the proposed development is to be completed. The 
application must also be approved under Local Area 
Review standards. 

The nature, design and scale of the additional project 
or program must receive prior approval from the 
relevant governmental agencies responsible for 
constructing or maintaining such facilities or 
programs. The recommendation of the Executive also 
will be evaluated carefully. In cases where the 
applicant agrees to pay for all necessary facilities, 
and the relevant administering agency has agreed, 
there normally will be no other constraint, provided 
that the project is in accordance with an adopted 
master plan or other relevant policy statement and 
project design is subject to mandatory referral. 

Where the applicant commits to provide a transit, 
para-transit or ridesharing program, such application 
may be deemed to have passed the staging ceiling test, 
insofar as transportation is concerned, if the Board 
finds, after reviewing recommendations of the County 
Executive, that the program will reduce the number of 








peak-hour, peak-direction automobile trips by as many 
trips as would be generated by the proposed 
development. After a preliminary plan has been 
approved on this basis, later applications may be 
— credi-ted- for reduced- trips- only-to-the- extent that the — 
new proposal will provide additional reductions 
sufficient to accommodate all the trips generated by 
the new proposal . 

The traffic mitigation measures of the Transportation 
Management District having been relied upon to 
establish the ceilings for the Group VI Policy Area in 
Silver Spring, further staging ceiling flexibility is 
not available in that policy area. 

The approval of preliminary plans which add only a few 
vehicle trips will be considered on a case-by-case 
basis by the Planning Board. In general, in policy 
areas with no celling balance (i.e. , no remaining 
capacity), all land at one location for which zoning 
or other constraints permit no more than ten trips in 
total may receive approval of up to five trips. 

Non-res idential plans submitted for the purpose of 
expanding structures which were completed prior to 
1982 may receive approval for additional development 
which add no more than five trips. (The term, "all 
land at one location," means all land that would be 
included in a determination of whether a project is a 
"significantly sized project" under the Planning 
Board's guidelines for Local Area Transportation 
Review outlined in the Appendix of the Executive Draft 
Annual Growth Policy.) 

[ The Planning Board may approve annually, in each 
policy area, a number of affordable housing units even 
though the approval exceeds the available capacity up 
to the following limits: (1) 125~housing units Tn 

housing developments which are owned by the Housing 
Opportunities Commission or by a partnership in which 
the Housing Opportunites Commission is a general - 
partner, or (2) 250 housing units in a privately owned 
housing development in which of the units are 
occupied by households at or below 60% of the area 
median income, adjusted for family size. Such a 
development must be certified by HOC as having met the 
definition of affordable housing and the owner of such 
development must enter an agreement with H6C to 
maintain the occupancy requirements for a period of at 
least 15 years. 

Subdivision applications under the above provision 
must pass the Local Area Review Test in order to 
receive approval .1 
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(d)[(c )j Amendment of Policy Ceilings 

From time to time, these staging ceilings may be 
amended by the Montgomery County Council, after public 
hearing, to reflect changing conditions such as 
additions to the Capital Improvements Programs or the 
State's Consolidated Transportation Program, changing 
patterns of public facility usage, revised levels of 
public service, and other relevant criteria. The 
effect of the various traffic alleviation measures 
approved under the 1986 Interim Growth Policy (i.e., 
short-term traffic alleviation measures) has not been 
included in the development of the Policy Area 
ceilings. If measurable results become evident, 
consideration could be given to revision of the 
ceilings. 

Policy Area ceilings may also be amended by the County 
Council to resolve public policy conflicts and to 
accomplish a particular public policy objective. 


(e) [(d)] General Application and Review Procedures for 
Transportation 

For administrative purposes it is necessary to 
establish an application date for each subdivision on 
which to fix the size of the pipeline of previously 
approved preliminary plans. This date shall be 
established according to Rules of Procedures adopted 
by the Planning Board. The pipeline figure as of that 
date (i.e. , the development possible from all 
previously approved preliminary plans which have not 
yet been built) shall be subtracted from the adopted 
transportation staging ceiling to determine the 
remaining capacity available for that subdivision. The 
following are the three basic situations that could 
resul t: 

Transportation staging ceiling minus pipeline equals a 
negative number. This means that there is no staging 
ceiling available, and that staff would recommend 
disapproval of the plan if it were presented to the 
Planning Board (unless the applicant, working with the 
County Executive, proposes an improvement to create 
additional capacity — see "Staging Ceiling 
Flexibility"). In cases where no staging ceiling 
capacity is available, a waiting list of preliminary 
plans will be established. Once additional staging 
ceiling capacity becomes available, the applicants on 
the waiting list will have the proposed development 
placed on a regular Planning Board Agenda for action 
by the Board in the order of their application dates. 
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Transportation staging ceiling minus pipeline equals a 
positive number, and there is a waiting list that was 
previously established during a period of no staging 
ceiling capacity. In this case, the hew application 
— ' worrld^be - p 1 aced - aTT the end ""of - the - waTtTng - Ti st . 

Transportation staging ceiling minus pipeline equals a 
positive number, and there is no waiting list. In 
this case, the positive staging ceiling number is the 
amount of staging ceiling capacity available for the 
new application. If the new application requests more 
than the available staging ceiling, it may be 
partially approved, and the remainder will be first in 
line on awaiting list. Plans that were previously 
partially approved under old guidelines are on a 
waiting list under these new guidelines. In all 
cases, plans approvable on the basis of ceiling 
capacity will still be subject to Local Area 
Transportation Review. 

(2) Local Area Review (LAR) 

The traffic simulation model used for Policy Area Review 
addresses the average level of traffic in the policy area. 
If this were the only test, an area with acceptable average 
level of service could have one or more intersections, or 
roadway links, with unacceptably poor levels of service. 

It is necessary, therefore, that a local area test be 
applied to assure that new development is not allowed to 
cause such congestion. 

Local Area Review shall, at all times, be consistent with 
the standards and staging mechanisms of adopted master 
plans and sector plans. In the Potomac Policy Area, only 
the area contributing traffic to the intersection of 
Montrose Road and Seven Locks Road will be subject to Local 
Area Review. 

In the area designated as the Silver Spring CBD Policy 
Area, the Planning Board, in consultation with the 
Department of Transportation, will prepare performance 
evaluation criteria for its Local Area Review. These 
criteria will be used to accomplish: (1) safety for 

pedestrians and vehicles; (2) access to buildings and 
sites; and (3) traffic flow within the vicinity, at levels 
which are tolerable in an urban situation. The County 
Executive will publish a Silver Spring Traffic Management 
Program after receiving public comment and a recommendation 
from the Planning Board. This program will list those 
actions to be taken by government to maintain traffic flow 
at tolerable levels in the Silver Spring CBD, and protect 
the surrounding residential area. 
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Local Area Review must be undertaken for subdivisions which 
would generate more than 50 peak hour automobile trips in 
[either of] the following circumstances: 

For the policy area, total approved development is 
within 5% of the policy area ceiling; or 

For the local area, the proposed development is 
located near a congested area[.]; or 

For the local area, when an affordable housing 
development is proposed under the "Special Ceiling 
Allocation for Low and Moderate Income Housing" 
section above. 


In administering the Local Area Review (LAR), the Planning 
Board must not approve a subdivision if it finds that an 
unacceptable peak hour level of service will result after 
taking into account existing roads, programmed roads, 
available or programmed mass transportation, and 
improvements to be provided by the applicant. If the 
subdivision will affect an intersection, or roadway link 
for which congestion is already unacceptable, then the 
subdivision may only be approved if it does not make the 
situation worse. 

The mid-point of Level of Service E is presumed to be the 
condition under which a roadway intersection or link is 
operating at maximum capacity. Critical Lane Volumes or 
Link Level of Service higher than the mid-point of LOS E 
are deemed to reduce the overall efficiency of the road 
network. A peak hour level of service below the midpoint 
of LOS E is unacceptable for Local Area Review. In Group I 
Areas, Level of Service below Level of Service D is 
unacceptable for Local Area Review. 

The nature of the LAR test is such that a traffic study is 
necessary if local congestion is likely to occur. The 
Planning Board and staff will examine the applicant's 
traffic study to determine whether adjustments are 
necessary to assure that the traffic study is a reasonable 
and appropriate reflection of the traffic impact of the 
proposed subdivision after taking into account all approved 
development and programmed transportation projects. 

For Local Area Review purposes, the programmed 
transportation projects to be considered are those included 
in the most recent edition of the County Executive's 
Approved Road Program (ARP). The Approved Road Program 
shall include only roads programmed in the current adopted 
capital improvements program and the Maryland consolidated 
transportation program for which: 
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(1) The County Executive has determined that construction will 
begin within two years of the effective date of the 
approved road program; and 

-(?)- I n the -case - of the “Co un t y _ CTP7 ‘T005T of' the 'expendf t u re - FoT 
contracts, have been appropriated. 

For these purposes, roads required under Section 302 of the 
Charter to be authorized by law are not to be considered 
programmed until the time for petition to referendum has expired 
without a valid petition, or the authorizing law has been 
approved by referendum. 

The Planning Board has adopted guidelines for the administration 
of Local Area Review. To the extent that they are consistent 
with these legislative guidelines, the Planning Board guidelines 
may continue to apply or to be amended as the Planning Board 
deems it necessary to do so. 

In its administration of Local Area Review, the Planning Board 
shall give careful consideration to the recommendations of the 
County Executive concerning the applicant's traffic study and 
proposed improvements or any other aspect of the LAR. 

Guidelines for Public School Facilities 

(1) Based on a determination that under all proposed tests for 
Adequacy of School Facilities, including numerical 
measures, levels of measurement and geographic grouping, 
adequate school capacity exists for APFO purposes, the 
Montgomery County Council declares school capacity for 
school year 1991 to be adequate for anticipated growth 
during FY 88. 

(2) The Planning Board, in its approval of preliminary plans of 
subdivisions, shall consider schools to be adequate for 
Fiscal Year 1988. 

Guidelines for Water and Sewerage Facilities 

In accordance with the language of the Adequate Public 
Facilities Ordinance itself, both for policy areas with a 
staging ceiling and in those without one, applications will be 
considered adequately served by water and sewerage if the 
subdivision is located in an area in which water and sewer 
service is presently available, is under construction, or is 
designated by the County Council for extension of service within 
the first two years of a current approved Comprehensive Water 
Supply and Sewerage Systems Plan, (i.e., categories I, II and 
III) or if the applicant either provides a community water 
and/or sewerage system or meets health department requirements 
for septic and/or well systems, as outlined in the Adequate 
Public Facilities Ordinance. These requirements are determined 


- 21 - 


either by reference to the Water and Sewerage Plan, adopted by 
the Council, or by obtaining a satisfactory percolation test 
from the County Health Department. Applications will only be 
accepted for further planning staff and Board consideration if 
they present evidence of meeting the appropriate requirements. 

D. Guidelines for Police, Fire and Health Services 

The Planning Board and staff will consider the programmed 
services to be adequate for facilities such as police stations, 
firehouses, and health clinics unless there is evidence to 
believe that a local area problem will be generated. Such a 
problem is one which cannot be overcome within the context of 
the adopted Capital Improvements Program and Operating Budgets 
of the relevant agencies. Where such evidence exists, either 
through agency response to the Subdivision Review Committee 
clearinghouse, or through public commentary or planning staff 
consideration, a Local Area Review shall be undertaken. Such 
review shall seek a written opinion from the relevant agency, 
and will require, if necessary, additional data from the 
applicant, to facilitate the completion of the planning staff 
recommendation within the statutory time frame for Planning 
Board action. In performing this Local Area Review, the 
facility capacity at the end of the sixth year of the adopted 
CIP shall be compared to the demand generated by the "most 
probable" forecast for the same year prepared by the Montgomery 
County Planning Department. 

E. Guidelines for Resubdivisions 

Applications to amend a previously approved preliminary plan of 
subdivision shall not require a new test for adequacy of public 
facilities in the following instances: 

Revisions to a preliminary plan which has not been recorded, 
provided that the preliminary plan has not expired and the 
number of trips which will be produced by the revised plan is 
not greater than the trips produced by the original plan. 

Resubdivision of a recorded lot involving the sale or exchange 
of parcels of land (not to exceed a total of 2,000 square feet 
or one percent of the combined area, whichever is greater) 
between owners of adjoining properties for the purpose of small 
adjustments in boundaries. 

Resubdivision of a recorded lot involving more than 2,000 square 
feet or one percent of the lot area provided that less than 
three years have passed since preliminary plan approval; or if 
construction has begun on any portion of the preliminary plan, 
less than five years have passed since preliminary plan 
approval: or, if construction of an APF related road improvement 
required as a condition of the original preliminary plan is 
proceeding as scheduled, less than 10 years have passed since 
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preliminary plan approval. In addition to meeting the 
requirements above, the number of trips which will be produced 
by the revised plan shall nqt be greater than the trips in the 
original plan. 

_ _ II... Process .f_or_Amend.ing_Annua-l_ Grqwth--R.o-l icy 

Chapter 33A, Division 2, of the Montgomery County Code provides 
that "the County Council may adopt a subsequent resolution, 
after public hearing, to amend the annual growth policy." The 
amendment process should be reserved for situations in which a 
need arises to resolve broad pol icy issues without waiting for 
the annual cycle of revision. In such cases, the' process should 
follow a format similar to the one provided for the annual 
revision process under Chapter 33A, consisting of the following 
steps: ’ 

(1) A request for amendment must be made in writing, to the 
Planning Board. 

(2) The Planning Board may, in response to such request or on 
its own initiative, prepare an amendment. The amendment ' 
must be accompanied by a statement of the severity of the 
problem addressed, the nature of the conflict in public 
policies which is involved, and approaches for resolving 
the conflict, including any. specific recommendations. In 
cases where the Council or Executive requests an amendment 
which the Planning Board, does not support, the Board must 
prepare a draft, which complies with the original request, 
in addition to its own recommendations. 

(3) The Planning Board's amendment must be submitted to the 
County Executive, who may. make revisions, in the form of 
specific additions or deletions, and who must then’ 
recommend an amendment to the County Council. 

(4) After public hearing by the County Council, the Council may 
approve, approve with revisions, or disapprove, the. 
amendment recommended by the Executive. 

(5) The Planning Board's amendment must be forwarded, to the 
County Executive not more than forty-five days after 
receipt of a written request from the Executive or 
Council. The Executive's recommended amendment must be 
forwarded to the County Council not more than thirty, days 
after Receipt of the Planning Board', s amendment’ Tlje ' 
Council should act on the recommended, amendment not more 
than 45 days’ after the closing, of the pubi/i'c" hearing, record. 
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III. Issues to be Addressed During Next Fiscal Year 

In adopting the FY 1988 Annual Growth Policy, the Council recognizes 
that not all aspects of a comprehensive approach to growth policy can 
be dealt with in depth during the inaugural year of this new 
process. To ensure that the policy making process continues to be 
developed and refined, the following matters are to be dealt with 
further during FY 88. 

1. Methodology for Schools Test 

The County Council intends to establish a Task Force to 
recommend the best alternative, or combination of 
alternatives for determining school capacity in the 
Adequacy Public Facilities Ordinance. This Task Force will 
consist of the following personnel: County Council 

President, or a designated representative; the Chair of the 
Council Education Committee; County Executive, or a 
designated representative; Chair, Park and Planning 
Commission, or a designated representative; and the 
President of the Board of Education, or a designated 
representative. 

The Task Force shall finalize its recommendations [by 
September 15, 1987,] so that they can be included in the 
Montgomery County Planning Board Staff Draft of the Fiscal 
Year 1989 Annual Growth Policy. 

2. APF Test at Building Permit 

The County Executive presented the position in the 
recommended growth policy report that a more efficient 
means could be found to link actual new road and school 
capacity to actual demand for that capacity. The Executive 
suggested a means for doing this by applying the Adequate 
Public Facility Ordinance test at time of the Issuance of 
building permit rather than that at subdivision approval as 
is now the case. To address the recommendation a Committee 
was co-sponsored by the Council and the Executive. [The 
Committee is expected to make its final report to the 
Council on August 4, 1987.] 

3. Affordable Housing* 

The Annual Growth Policy which, by definition, has as its 
objective selective control of growth, including 
residential development, is inconsistent with another 
long-standing policy and commitment to providing an 
adequate supply of housing for low and moderate income 
families. 

* The Planning Board's Final Draft deletes this section. The Executive's 
Recommended Amendment leaves the language intact. 
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This conflict should be recognized and efforts made in the 
future to continue to work for a balanced stock of 
affordable housing. 


"4. Damascus Revi tal ization 

Executive and Planning Board staff should develop a high 
priority joint work program to complete the additional 
technical study needed to resolve the conflict of policies 
in Damascus over the need for commercial revitalization and 
the lack of traffic capacity to support additional 
commercial development. 

In the short term the County Executive should work with 
developers to encourage their participation in the funding 
of Highway A-12 so that its construction schedule can be 
accelerated. As a 1 png term measure the Damascus Mater 
Plan should be amended to address road network and land use 
issues. 

5. Recommended FY 59, Draft Annual Growth Policy 

The Council requests that the Planning Board' s Draft Annual 
Growth Policy for FY 1989 include analyses and 
recommendation, to the maximum depth possible within the 
constraints of time and resources, with regard to the 
following matters: 

(a) Policies, Standards and Methods 

Standards of highway service. The growth policy needs 
to be based on a highly understandable presentation of 
the real-life meaning of each service level (amount of 
delay, resulting intrusion of traffic into residential 
neighborhoods, etc. ), and on a refined basis for 
setting, a standard of service for each policy area 
(amount of transit service, density of development, 
etc. ). 


Degree to which transit relieves traffic congestion, 
and how any benefits resulting from transit should be 
allocated. There should be an in-depth evaluation of 
the extent to which expenditures, on transit and 
alternative transportation can relieve peak-period 
automotive congestion; to the extent that such relief 
is found to be a reality, there should be 
recommendations on how far the resulting benefit 
should be. reaped in the, form of improved traffic flow, 
and how far in the form of increased 
traf f i c-genera ti ng devel opment. 


- 25 - 


(b) Housing, Jobs and Fiscal Relationships 

The methods and criteria employed in apportioning 
available development capacity between residential and 
non-residential development should be explained in 
full, and any potential revisions worth consideration 
in the apportionments for individual Policy Areas 
should be identified. 

The fiscal benefits and costs of new non-residential 
and related residential development on County and 
State revenues and expenditures should be measured 
with sufficient detail so that policymakers will know 
the fiscal consequences of a given rate of development. 


This is a correct copy of Council action. 


Kathleen A. Freedman, CMC 
Secretary of the Council 
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Proposed Affordable Housing 


Amendment to Annual Growth Policy : 
Supporting Statement 


A. Montgomery County's Balanced Housing Policy Is In Conflict With The 
Annual Growth Policy 


1. The Policy Conflict 

The FY88 Annual Growth Policy (AGP) adopted by the County Council 
provides that in the event of a broad policy conflict, the AGP can be 
amended. In adopting the AGP, the County Council specifically acknowledged 
that the Growth Policy, by definition, "... is inconsistent with another 
long-standing policy and commitment to providing an adequate supply of 
housing for low and moderate income families." (FY88 Annual Growth Policy, 
Resolution No. 11-364, p. 19). 

The primary objective of the Annual Growth Policy is to control growth 
so that private development does not occur ahead of the County's ability to 
provide public facilities. The practical impact of this objective is that 
six out of thirteen policy areas are closed to all residential development. 
This includes publicly-sponsored or publicly-funded developments available 
to low and moderate income households. In addition, AGP constraints have 
resulted in rapidly escalating land prices in areas that remain open. 
Developable land is scarce and competition to control these sites is fierce. 
Higher land prices mean higher-priced housing. In effect, the AGP either 
directly or indirectly precludes the development of affordable housing. 
Undeniably, this impact directly conflicts with the County's policy to 
stimulate production of a balanced housing supply. ( Housing Policy for 
Montgomery County, Maryland In The 1980* s . Adopted by the County Executive 
and the County Council, October 1981). 


2. The Need For A Balanced Housing Supply 

The cost of housing in Montgomery County is phenomenal. Median rents 
in the County exceed the nation's median rent by 50% and the median purchase 
price of a single family home is 37% greater than that of the nation. These 
high prices are driven primarily by a constant demand for higher-priced, 
quality housing from the area's large professional population. 

However, the County's local economy depends upon a strong supply of 
entry level and semi-professional workers. Yet people who make $25,000 or 
less have limited housing choices in Montgomery County. Many have left the 
County in search of affordable housing. If the County does not ensure a 
supply of affordable housing for these low and moderate income people -- 
clerical workers, computer programmers, teachers, policemen, waitresses 


Montgomery County could face problems of economic decline rather than 
economic growth. 

A balanced supply of housing is also necessary to ensure that families 
as they grow and change, can continue to reside in Montgomery County. Many* 
young adults who have grown up in Montgomery County are forced to move to 
another, more affordable jurisdiction to start their families. Long-time 
older residents find that as they age and are on fixed incomes, they can no 
longer afford to live here. 

Although Montgomery County does not have a large poverty population, 
relative to other jurisdictions, the County is home to a significant number 
of very low income households which are in desperate need of housing. The 
Housing Opportunities Commission currently has over 7,000 households on its 
waiting list, 40% of which have incomes below the poverty level. The 
poverty level for a four person family is $11,200. Another striking 
statistic is that 20% of all renters in Montgomery County pay 35% or more of 
income towards rent. (30% is considered the maximum affordability ratio). 
This represents 13,319 households, 77% of which have incomes below $15,000. 
The County s housing supply should, at the very least, respond to the needs 
of these very low income citizens. 


3. Use Of Available Subsidies 

In a market like Montgomery County, it is extremely difficult to build 
affordable housing without some form of subsidy. Admittedly, subsidies are 
scarce. Under the Reagan Administration, the federal housing budget has 
been reduced by 70%. The only significant federal support is in the form of 
tax incentives which are difficult to use and are limited by annual caps. 

^ state and local level, there is a wide panoply of housing programs, 
all of which are under-funded. However, these programs, when creatively 
linked with the federal tax incentives, can result in the production of 
housing units. 

The point is that subsidies are scarce but they do exist. To the 
extent subsidies exist, Montgomery County should maximize their use. 

However, the Annual Growth Policy currently restricts the County's ability 
to fully use available subsidies. The Housing Opportunities Commission has 
been approached by several developers interested in tax exempt financing and 
the federal tax credit program but who have sites restricted by the APF0. 


HOC's Pro posed Amendment Will Encourage Development Of Affordable 
Housing Within Reasonable Limits 


1 . The Proposed Amendment 

In developing a proposed amendment, HOC attempted to balance competing 
interests. The final proposal represents a series of revisions and 
compromises which were made after consulting with numerous parties involved 
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in the development process. HOC believes that the proposal is simple to 
administer, will result in actual benefits to the community but will have 

mnimaj^ adv e r se_i mpac_t_ on. _t'he_i aterest s -o-f -loca l c-i t-i-zens atid-pri vate ~ ~ 
developers. K 

Under the proposed amendment, the Planning Board can allocate 
development capacity, in excess of the ceilings, to HOC or private 
developers who provide at least 20% of their units to low income families 
The Board s ability to provide special allocations applies to both open and 
closed policy areas. On an annual basis and per policy area the Board can 
approve up to 125 housing units for HOC developments or 175 units for 
privately-owned developments. Developments which receive a special 

W i\ k St Vl bG ! ubject t0 loca1 area r eview and the capacity 
allocated will be deducted from the ceiling at the time units are occupied. 

The Planning Board, in its own discretion, may approve a special allocation 
year •Tal foe’ t 6XCeSS ° f 125 ° r 175 U " its by using some 0r a11 of the next 


2. Benefits 


The proposed affordable housing amendment will 
tangible benefits for Montgomery County: 


result in the following 


(a) HOC Developments : 


When presented with the opportunity to use federal, state, or 
local funds, HOC or other housing sponsors will be able to 
maximize available subsidies notwithstanding AGP restrictions. In 
addition, low income housing sponsors will have the certainty of 
knowing whether a particular project can go forward given the 
applicable ceilings. This knowledge is extremely important in 
p anning a development that will rely on a complex web of public 
subsidies and governmental programs. 

( b ) Private Sector Participation : 

The private sector will have an incentive to participate in 
the development of affordable housing. In a closed area, a 
developer can proceed with his project rather than waiting several 

y ^!T S -i- 0 ^ tbe area . to °P en U P- I n an open area, especially areas 
with limited capacity, a developer may be willing to include low 
income units in his/her project in return for the certainty of a 
sufficient supply of development capacity at the time of sub- 
division review. Private sector involvement will ultimately 
produce more affordable housing units. 

( c ) Use of Available Subsidies : 

In order to produce developments with low income housing 
units, private developers will consider the use of tax-exempt 
financing available either through HOC or the State. This ensures 


3 


a fuller use of available federal subsidies and will generate 
additional revenue for HOC and the State to use in funding other 
housing programs. 

(d) County-Wide Developments : 

The availability of a special allocation of capacity in all 
policy areas will encourage the development of low income housing 
throughout the County rather than concentrating such developments 
in particular areas. 


3. Limited Impact 


In prior efforts to seek special consideration for low income housing 
in the Annual Growth Policy, various concerns were raised regarding the 
impact on local citizens concerned about traffic and schools as well as 
private developers who have been waiting in line for available capacity. 
Certainly, the development of affordable housing, just like any other 
residential development, creates an additional burden on traffic and 
schools. In addition, developers who have been waiting in line for capacity 
could perceive special treatment for low income housing development as 
unfair. HOC believes, however, that the need for affordable housing is so 
great that, within certain limits, it overrides these other concerns. The 
following limits included in HOC's proposal will adequately protect the 
concerns of local citizens and private developers: 

(a) The availability of capacity to affordable housing developments, 

in excess of adopted ceilings, is limited by a finite number in 
each policy area: 125 for HOC and 175 for privately-sponsored 

developments. 

(b) The ability to develop affordable housing is difficult given the 
limited supply of subsidies. It is unlikely that more than three 
or four developments per year will seek a special allocation of 
capacity. 


(c) Developments which receive a special allocation of capacity will 
still have to go through a local area review. This means that if 
a particular development creates a specific traffic problem then 
steps must be taken to ameliorate the problem before the project 
can go forward. 

(d) Capacity allocated to affordable housing developments will not be 
counted in the overall ceiling determinations until the units have 
been placed in service. Therefore, the reduction in capacity 
which results from any special allocations will not impact 
developers currently wai ting in line. 

(e) The Growth Policy is reviewed and adopted annually. This provides 
the County Council an opportunity to revise and modify the special 
allocation for affordable housing as experience warrants. 


BIT: FLB: jab 
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OVERVIEW OF THE ANNUAL GROWTH POLICY PROCESS 


PURPOSE 

The purpose of the Annual Growth Policy is to help County officials match 
the timing of private development to the availability of public facilities. 

This effort has two components: 

1. Programming and providing public facilities to support the private 
development encouraged by the County's master plans and the market 
place; and 

2. Constraining the amount of private subdivision approvals to those 
which can be accommodated by the programmed public facilities that the 
County and other levels of government can fiscally and physically 
produce in a given time frame. 

The important words in the above are "in a given time frame." The Annual 
Growth Policy is designed to affect the timing of development, not the end state 
total amount, type or mix of development. These latter issues are ones which 
are dealt with in the master and sector plans and the County's General Plan. 

The relative timing of development approval and provision of public facili- 
ties are what the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) and the Annual 
Growth Policy are all about. The APFO mandates that the Planning Board not 
approve a preliminary plan of subdivision unless it finds that the public facil- 
ities in place or programmed in the local and state capital improvements pro- 
grams will be adequate to serve the subdivision, along with all other approved 
development. 

THE ADEQUATE PUBLIC FACILITIES ORDINANCE 

The Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) was adopted in 1973 as part 
of the Montgomery County Subdivision Ordinance, Chapter 50, Section 35(k). It 
has been used as a tool to promote orderly growth by synchronizing development 
with the availability of public facilities such as roads, sewer, water service, 
and schools needed to support it. The regulations require that "public facili- 
ties . . . adequate to support and service the area of the proposed subdivision" 
exist or be programmed for construction within a defined time period before the 
Planning Board can grant approval of a preliminary plan of subdivision. 

The Planning Board's administration of the APFO has been progressively 
tightened over the fourteen years since it was enacted. During its early years, 
subdivision approvals were constrained by a state- imposed sewer moratorium. As 
time went on, traffic and the County's transportation infrastructure became more 
pressing concerns. And finally, in the mid 1980' s the public school system 
became an important component of the APFO. 

In the late 1970* s, the Planning Department began developing techniques for 
relating future growth to future transportation capacity. The future impact of 
a proposed subdivision, taken with other unbuilt recorded subdivisions in the 
neighborhood, was measured against the nearest critical intersection. This, 
however, did not take into account the effect of upstream development on that 
intersection or the effect of the proposed subdivision on downstream inter- 
sections, or the effect of approved but unrecorded subdivisions. 
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New techniques for taking into account the transportation impact of 
upstream development were proposed by the Planning Board in 1979. They involved 
a broader geographic analysis (Policy Area Review) which takes into account the 
availability of transit as well as roads, and measures the effects of new 
development and new roads within the policy area and in adjacent policy areas. 
This new approach did not abandon the examination of the nearest intersections. 
This test was retained and expanded slightly to include nearby links as well as 
intersections. It became a second test (Local Area Review) to be applied to a 
subdivision if the first test showed the availability of development capacity in 
the policy area. 

The Planning Board recommended in 1979 that this new approach be imple- 
mented, and that the Council and Executive participate in the setting of annual 
growth limits through the adoption each year of a Comprehensive Staging Plan. 

For various reasons, the Council and Executive preferred to leave the function 
of setting annual growth limits with the Planning Board. Thus, beginning in 
1982 and over a period of four more years, the Planning Board prepared and 
adopted annually a Comprehensive Planning Policies Report. This report used the 
new methodologies outlined in the 1979 report. It presented guidelines for the 
administration 6f the APFO, policy area transportation ceilings for future 
subdivision approvals, and a status report on development trends in the County. 

In April 1986, the County Council revised this process to allow for the 
Council to asstime the role of setting annual growth limits through the adoption 
of an Annual Growth Policy. The relevant amendment to the Adequate Public 
Facilities Ordinance included the following features: 

1. It provided that the County Council, by resolution or in the Annual 
Growth Policy, will provide guidelines for the determination of the 
adequacy of public facilities and approve development ceilings each 
year. 

2. It changed the method of analyzing the adequacy of transportation 
facilities, requiring that future traffic estimates be derived from 
existing traffic plus the traffic from all approved but unbuilt sub- 
divisions plus the traffic from the applicant subdivision. 

3. It changed the method by which ceilings were calculated, providing 
that roads in the CIP and the State capital program may be counted 
only if 100 percent of the expenditures for construction are estimated 
to occur within the first four years of the program. 

4. It provided that the Local Area Review of critical intersections or 
links shall take into account only roads in the Executive's Approved 
Road Program (ARP) . The ARP includes roads for which construction 
will begin within two years and, in the case of County roads, for 
which construction funds have been appropriated. 

5. It provided for a more explicit role for the County Executive by 
establishing a process whereby the draft AGP prepared by the Planning 
Board is routed through the Executive for comment and recommendation 
before public hearing and action by the Council. 
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ANNUAL GROWTH POLICY LEGISLATION 


In April of 1986 the Council enacted Annual Growth Policy legislation (Bill 
No. 11-86) which provided for the establishment of an annual growth policy for 
the County. This legislation established a process by which the Montgomery 
County Council can give policy guidance to the various agencies of government ‘on 

matters concerning growth management I.t_is— -intended -to-be -an instrument - that - 

facilitates and coordinates the use of the various powers of government to limit 
or encourage growth and development in a manner that best enhances the general 
health, welfare, and safety of the residents of the County.” Under the Annual 
Growth Policy process, the County Council will establish criteria and standards 
for administering the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance and will approve 
staging ceilings based on the adequacy of transportation and public school 
facilities . 

Bill 11-86 requires the Annual Growth Policy to include: 

1. A status report on general land use conditions in the County; 

2. A forecast of the most probable trends in population, households, and 
employment for the next 10 years; 

3. A set of recommended growth capacity ceilings for each policy area 
within the County, for both residential and employment land uses; and 

4. A set of policy guidelines for the Planning Board and other agencies, 
as appropriate, that affect growth and development. 

In developing the first AGP for FY 1988, a decision was made to focus the 
Council's official action on items #3 and #4 above. Other relevant information, 
including items #1 and #2 above were to be included as appendices and background 
reference material. Due to the pressures of time, not all of this other mate- 
rial is included at this time. The reader should consult the other Planning 
Department publications entitled, "Trends and Forecasts" and "Alternative Trans- 
portation Scenarios and Staging Ceilings" for supporting materials on land use 
conditions, forecasts, and level of service information. 

SCHOOL FACILITY ANALYSIS 

During the mid 1980's, school capacity issues were added to the growth 
management equation, and initially were addressed on a subdivision by sub- 
division basis. MCPS provided recommendations to the Planning Board concerning 
the adequacy of school facilities to serve a new subdivision. During 1986 and 
1987, the staffs of the Planning Board, County Executive, Council, and Mont- 
gomery County Public Schools and a Task Force on the Annual Growth Policy for 
Public School Facilities worked on developing a more comprehensible methodology 
for assessing the adequacy of public school facilities for APFO purposes. The 
Task Force made recommendations to the County Council in the fall of 1987 and 
these recommendations are presented in the Planning Board draft of the FY 89 
AGP. 
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THE ANNUAL GROWTH POLICY SCHEDULE 

The schedule for the Annual Growth Policy includes the. following steps: 

1. By October 15, Planning Department staff prepares a staff draft 
report, showing a number of alternative scenarios and staging ceilings 
derived from different combinations of new roads and different com- 
binations of new school capacities. 

2. By December 1, the Planning Board prepares a final draft of the report 
prepared by the Planning Board staff in step 1 above. 

3. By January 1, the County Executive submits to the County Council a 
revised version of the Annual Growth Policy, which incorporates the 
capacity provided by his recommended six year Capital Improvements 
Program. 

4. The County Council holds a public hearing on the draft Annual 
Growth Policy at least 30 days before acting on it, and adopts the 
growth policy before June 30 each year, either approving the policy 
recommended by the Executive or amending it before adoption. 

AMENDMENTS TO THE FY 88 ANNUAL GROWTH POLICY 

Since the adoption of the FY 88 Annual Growth Policy in June, 1987, three 
amendments have been proposed. The first, the Silver Spring amendment , was 
adopted by the County Council on November 10, 1987. This amendment established 
the Silver Spring Central Business District as a separate Group VI policy area, 
set housing and jobs ceilings for this area, and called for the implementation 
of Transportation Systems Management in the Silver Spring CBD. This amendment 
has been incorporated in the Planning Board draft of the FY 89 AGP . 

Two other amendments are now before the Planning Board for consideration. 
The County Council and the County Executive appointed a Test at Permit Advisory 
Committee to study the issue of the timing of the APF assessment in the develop- 
ment review process. The Test at Permit Advisory Committee in its August 17, 
1987 report recommended an amendment to the FY 88 AGP (revised test at subdivi- 
sion (RTAS ) amendment) and an amendment to Chapter 8 of the County Code called 
Buildings . 

The first part would provide for a revised computation of staging ceilings 
in those policy areas where the Planning Board' s intermediate forecast indicates 
that the pipeline of approved development will not be built out until after the 
sixth year of the CIP (FY 1993). In those policy areas, the staging ceilings 
for employment and housing units are increased by a percentage of the develop- 
ment capacity made available from road projects in the fifth and sixth years of 
the County CIP and in the fifth year of the State Consolidated Transportation 
Program (CTP) . 

The amendment to Chapter 8 of the County Code would require a re- testing of 
the yet unbuilt portions of some subdivisions to ensure transportation adequacy. 
Building permits could not be issued without an APF test or re -test if: 
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1. They are for a residential subdivision which was approved before 
January 1, 1982, and for which no building permits had previously been 
issued; or 

2. They are for nonresidential property for which the subdivision was 
approved prior to January 1, 1982; or 

3~ The proposed nonresidential development would generate more trips than 

were considered at the time the subdivision was approved. 

The revised test at subdivision (RTAS) amendment to the FY 88 AGP is 
expected to be forwarded to the County Executive in the near future. The 
amendment to Chapter 8 of the County Code has been forwarded to the County 
Council. 

The third amendment was initiated by the Housing Opportunities Commission in 
October 1987. It proposes a special exemption for low and moderate income 
housing projects in policy areas where there is no remaining capacity. This 
proposed special exemption would allow a number of affordable housing units 
greater than the ceiling capacity up to the following limits (1) 125 housing 
units in housing developments which are owned by the Housing Opportunities Com- 
mission, or (2) 175 housing units in privately owned housing developments in 
which a required percentage of the units are occupied by families below the area 
median income. This amendment was revised somewhat by the Planning Board and is 
expected to be forwarded to the County Executive in December, 1987. 

COMPONENTS OF THE FY 89 ANNUAL GROWTH POLICY 

It is proposed that the Planning Board's FY 89 Annual Growth Policy submis- 
sion consist of (1) an overview of the annual growth policy process, (2) the 
growth policy itself adopted by the County Council, (3) a number of appendices, 
and (4) two supplementary Montgomery County Planning Department reports 
entitled, "Trends and Forecasts" and "Alternative Transportation Scenarios and 
Staging Ceilings." These supplementary reports will be published separately in 
December, 1987. An additional staff report dealing with the Council's request 
to explain the methods and criteria associated with housing, jobs, and fiscal 
relationships will be prepared as soon as possible. 
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FY 89 
ANNUAL 
GROWTH 
POLICY 


Resolution No . : 

Introduced: 

Adopted: 


COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 


By: County Council 


Subject: Approval of FY 89 Annu al Growth Policy 

Background 

1. Bill 11-86 requires that no later than June 30th of each year, the County 
Council must adopt an Annual Growth Policy to be effective throughout the next 
fiscal year, providing policy guidance to the various agencies of government and 
to the general public on matters concerning land use development, growth manage- 
ment and related environmental, economic and social issues. 

2. On December , 1987, in accordance with the requirements of Bill 11-86, the 

County Executive transmitted to the County Council the FY 89 Annual Growth 
Policy (AGP) for Montgomery County, showing his revisions to the Annual Growth 
Policy Draft submitted by the Planning Board on December 1, 1987. 

3. The FY 89 Annual Growth Policy proposed by the County Executive and the 
Planning Board established growth ceilings by policy area for subdivisions for 
both residential and employment uses. 

4. In addition, the Annual Growth Policy report as submitted by the County 
Executive and the Planning Board contained supporting and explanatory materials 
including forecasts for the most probable trends in population and households, a 
set of recommended growth capacity ceilings for each policy area within the 
County, guidelines for the administration of the APFO, and other background 
information relevant to the subject of growth policy. The Planning Board also 
submitted two supporting reports including "Trends and Forecasts" and "Alterna- 
tive Transportation Scenarios and Staging Ceilings . " 

5. On , 1988, the County Council held a public hearing on the County 

Executives recommended Growth Policy for Fiscal Year 1989. 

6. On , 1988, the Council conducted worksessions on the proposed 

Growth Policy report for FY 1989, at which time careful consideration was given 
to the public hearing testimony, recommended revisions of the Montgomery County 
Planning Board, and the comments and concerns of other interested parties. 
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Resolution No. 


Actjpp 

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, approves the following 
Resolution: 

The County Executive's recommended FY 89 Annual Growth Policy has been 
reviewed and amended by the County Council, so that the following constitutes 
the entire Annual Growth Policy for FY 89: 


I . Guidelines for the Administration of the Adequate Public F acilities 

The Montgomery County Subdivision Ordinance, Chapter 50, Section 35 (k), 
directs the Montgomery County Planning Board to approve preliminary 
plans of subdivision only after finding that public facilities will be 
adequate to serve the subdivision. This involves predicting future 
demand from private development and comparing it to the capacity of 
existing and programmed public facilities. 

The following guidelines describe the methods and criteria that the 
Planning Board and its staff must use in determining the adequacy of 
public facilities. These guidelines supersede all previous ones 
adopted administratively by the Planning Board to the extent that 
these guidelines conflict with previous ones. They also supersede 
those provisions . of the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance which 
were specified to apply only until the County Council had approved an 
Annual Growth Policy. 

The Council accepts the definitions of terms and the assignment of 
values to key measurement variables which were used by the Planning 
Board and its staff, and accepted by the Executive, in developing the 
recommended Annual Growth Policy. The Council delegates to the Plan- 
ning Board and its staff all other necessary administrative decisions 
not covered by the guidelines outlined below. In its administration of 
the APFO, the Planning Board is directed to request and consider the 
recommendations of the County Executive and other agencies in deter- 
mining the adequacy of public facilities. 

Subdivision applications may be subject to two different types of 
test. One is called the Policy Area Review. The other is called the 
Local Area Review. 

The Policy Area Review divides the County into policy areas. These 
are geographic areas for which the adequacy of public facilities is 
addressed on an area-wide basis, as follows: 

• With regard to transportation, a staging ceiling may be 
established for each policy area. 

• With regard to school facilities, a legislative determina- 
tion will be made whether the school facilities for each 
policy area are adequate. 
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Resolution No. 


The staging ceiling for a policy area is defined. as the maximum amount 
of land development that can be accommodated by the existing and 
programmed public facilities serving the area, at an assigned level of 
service standard. The legislative directive concerning school policy 
areas reflects a determinat ion whet her ..additional -development- can-be 
— accommodated by" ”the^ schools. The policy area staging ceilings and 
directives approved in this Annual Growth Policy are to remain in 
effect throughout FY 89 unless amended subsequently by the County 
Council after public hearing. 

Except for special circumstances which are described below (see dis- 
cussions of "Ceiling Flexibility"), if a proposed subdivision is in a 
geographic policy area for which previously approved development 
(pipeline) exceeds the staging ceiling, or for which a negative school 
facility directive exists, then the Planning Board must find the 
public facilities to be inadequate. 

The purpose of the Policy Area Review method for transportation facil- 
ities is to place the individual subdivision within the context of a 
comprehensive, countywide assessment, which takes account of, and 
properly allows for, the upstream and downstream traffic impacts of 
development in various geographic areas. Similarly, the purpose of the 
policy area directives concerning school facilities is to reflect the 
ability of the public school system to accommodate students from new 
development . 

The policy area ceilings and directives described in this AGP are 
based on the public facilities in the Approved FY 89-94 Capital 
Improvements Program and the Maryland Department of Transportation FY 
88-93 Consolidated Transportation Program. These ceilings and 
directives and their supporting planning and measurement process have 
been the subject of a public hearing and review during work sessions 
by the County Council. Approval of the ceilings and directives 
reflects a legislative judgment that, all things considered, these 
staging ceilings and procedures constitute a reasonable, appropriate, 
and desirable set of interim growth limits, which are properly related 
to the ability of the County to program and construct facilities 
necessary to accommodate growth. 

These guidelines are not intended to be used as a means for government 
to avoid its responsibility to provide adequate public facilities. 
Alternatives may be available for developers who wish to proceed in 
advance of the adopted public facilities program, through the provi- 
sion of additional public facility capacity beyond that contained, 
in the approved Capital Improvements Program, or through other measures 
which accomplish an equivalent effect. 

The administration of the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance shall 
at all times be consistent with adopted master plans and sector plans. 
Where development staging in adopted master plans or sector plans are 
more restrictive than APF guidelines, the guidelines in the adopted 
master plan or sector plan shall be used to the extent that they are 
more restrictive. More restrictive guidelines can be found in the 
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Resolution No. 

Bethesda Sector Plan, the Friendship Heights Sector Plan, the Silver 
Spring CBD Sector Plan, the Grosvenor Sector Plan, the Nicholson Lane 
Sector Plan and the Shady Grove West portion of the Gaithersburg 
Vicinity Master Plan. The ceiling in the Potomac Policy Area is set at 
the zoning ceiling based on the policy in the Potomac Master Plan. 

The ceiling in the Fairland/White Oak Policy Area also is set at a 
level that reflects the policy of the Eastern Montgomery County Master 
Plan (see further description below) . 

The ceiling in all Group I areas is set at the zoning celling subject 
to guidelines for Local Area Review and guidelines for water and 
sewerage facilities. 

A. Guidelines for Transportation Facilities 


(1) Policy Area Review 


(a) Establishment of Staging Ceilings 


For the purposes of transportation analysis, the County has been 
divided into 246 areas called traffic zones as seen in Map 1. Based 
upon their transportation characteristics, these areas are grouped 
into transportation policy areas. In many cases, transportation policy 
areas have boundaries that are the same as planning area boundaries . 

Map 2 shows the policy areas, and the Standard of Transportation Level 
of Service assigned to each of them. These levels of service standards 
represent a statistical average over the whole policy area. They are 
used in the calculations in the traffic simulation model described 
below. In general, the average level of service standards posted for 
each policy area are based on a policy that it is appropriate to 
permit greater congestion to occur in areas in which greater transit 
availability provides an alternative mode of travel for many travelers 
in the area. (Chart 1 provides a refined basis for showing the corres- 
pondence between transit availability and the average level of service 
standards . ) 

Through the use of a computerized traffic simulation model, the Plan- 
ning staff has computed a balanced relationship between a programmed 
set of transportation facilities and a geographical pattern of jobs 
and housing units. Policy area ceilings have been established through 
a process which assigns a hypothetical future land use pattern (i.e., 
jobs, and housing units derived from interim market projections) to 
the County, and tests its traffic impact through the use of this 
model. Through a process of repetitive trial and error, this land use 
pattern has been modified so that it produces a traffic volume and 
distribution that is equivalent to the average level of service 
standard for each policy area. The staging ceilings established by 
this method are shown in Table 1. 
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MAP 2: STANDARDS OF 

TRANSPORTATION SERVICE 
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CHART 1 


CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN TRANSIT AVAILABILITY AND AVERAGE LEVEL Of SERVICE STANDARDS 
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Regional Park/Ride Express 
Bus and High Occupancy 
Vehicle Priority Systems 


Commuter Netrorai l 

Rail or 
Light Rail 


• 

I 

Marginal 

Marginal 
access to 
stations or 
bus routes 
outside of 
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Measuring Traffic. 
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Table 1 


APF Transportation Ceilings 
(January 1987 Base) 1 


Policy Area 2 

Bethesda CBD 3 
Bethesda/ Chevy Chase 3 
Cloverly* 

Damascus 5 

Fairland/White Oak 6 
Gaithersburg East 
Gaithersburg West 
Germantown East 
Germantown West 
Kensington/Wheaton 4 
North Bethesda 
Olney 
Potomac 7 
Rockville 8 * 

Silver Spring/Takoma Park 9 
Silver Spring CBD 9 


Jofr? 

Housing 

PAJltP 

9/246 

1,865 

11/100 

4,240 

341 

(218) 

854 

(129) 

1/286 

2,240 

14/937 

9,545 

23,307 

10,240 

5,746 

2,178 

6,965 

3,624 

7,184 

7,710 

8,916 

2,421 

2,613 

5,313 

3,295 

4,493 

20,325 

2,753 

1,380 

824 

14,835 

3,383 


The ceilings indicate the amount of jobs or housing units by which the road capacity in 
the anticipated F Y 89-94 CIP or FY 88-98 CTP exceed the estimated level of development as 
of January 1, 1987. Negative numbers, shorn in parentheses, indicate the amount by which 
the estimated level of development exceeds the anticipated FY 89 ceiling. 

2 Group I Policy Areas are not assigned staging ceilings. In these areas, subdivision 
applications are subject to Transportation Local Area Review, as well as to relevant 
zoning and water and sewer constraints. 

^Staging Ceilings were not adopted for Bethesda CBD and Bethesda/ Chevy Chase as separate 
policy areas in the FY 88 AGP. 

^Staging Ceilings were adjusted fro* those adopted in the FY 88 AGP to better balance the 
projected build out of Jobs and Housing Units. 

5 Pipeline adopted in the FY 88 AGP has been revised to reflect the correction of an 
accounting error of existing developaent in the Damascus Policy Area. 

^Staging Ceilings are estimated based upon roadway level of service standard as a 

Group III policy area. All of the tests to confirm these values for the ceilings have not 

been completed as of December 1, 1987. 

7 Staging Ceilings are not used for this policy area. 

8 Staging Ceilings were- not adopted for Rockville policy area in the FY 88 AGP. Final 
interpretation of which projects to rely upon from the Rockville CIP were still under 
discussion as of December 1, 1987. 

9 Since the FY 88 AGP was adopted, an amendment was made to separate Silver Spring into 
two policy areas. The pipeline, ceiling and remaining capacity reflect the numbers that 
were adopted on November 10, 1987, as part of the Silver Spring amendment to the FY 88 
AGP. 
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The ceiling in the Fairland/White Oak Policy Area is set at the C/D 
average level of service. This reflects the policy decision in the 
Eastern Montgomery County Master Plan that housing density, reduced 
for environmental reasons near the high-quality Paint Branch tribu- 
taries, should be increased in the U.S. 29 corridor where it c an be 

better - served by Transit, and _ that7 as the number of jobs and housing 

in this corridor increases, transit service can be increased to ade- 
quately serve the transportation needs of this density. The existing 
and programmed transit facilities and services in the Fairland/White 
Oak Policy Area are sufficient to classify it as a Group III Policy 
Area with moderate transit service. 

The traffic simulation model takes into account all existing and 
approved development and all eligible programmed transportation CIP 
projects. For these purposes, "approved development" includes all 
approved preliminary plans of subdivision. "Eligible programmed trans- 
portation CIP projects" include all County CIP, State Transportation 
Program projects, and City of Rockville or Gaithersburg projects for 
which 100 percent of the expenditures for construction are estimated 
to occur within the first four years of the applicable programs. 

Planning staff shall keep a record of all previously approved prelim- 
inary plans and other data about the status of development projects, 
and continuously update the pipeline number of approved preliminary 
plans, thus constantly keeping in view, and presenting to the Planning 
Board, the amount of capacity still available under the adopted ceil- 
ing at any given time. When the subdivision pipeline has risen to meet 
the ceiling, no more subdivisions shall be approved by the Planning 
Board in that policy area, except under certain special circumstances, 
which are outlined below. (Table 2 shows the net capacity remaining as 
of October 8, 1987.) 

(b) Silver Spring CBD Policy Area Ceiling 

The Silver Spring CBD was established as a separate Group VI Policy 
Area in 1987, as categorized on Map 1 and Chart 1. The boundaries of 
the new policy area are shown on Map 3. 

The job and housing ceilings for this Group VI Policy Area must meet 
the following administrative guidelines: 

• All traffic limitations are derived from the heaviest traffic 
demand period, in Silver Spring's case, the p.m. peak hour 
outbound traffic; 

• The average level of service for the surrounding Silver Spring/ 
Takoma Park Policy Area must not be worse than the adopted 
average standard of D/E; 

• The outbound traffic, including both local CBD traffic and 
through traffic, must not exceed the Silver Spring practical 
cordon capacity of 18,000 vehicles; 
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Table 2 


Capacity Remaining Under Transportation Ceilings 
(January 1987 Base) 1 


J08S 


HOUSING UNITS 


Housing 


Policy Area 

Jobs 

Ceiling 2 

Remaining 
P i pe l i ne^Capac i ty * 

Units 

Ceiling^ 

Remaining 
P i pe l i ne^Capac i ty* 

Bethesda CBD* 

9,246 

9,833 

(587) 

1,865 

850 

1,015 

Bethesda/ Chevy Chase * 

11,100 

1,341 

9,759 

4,240 

707 

3,533 

Ctoverly 6 

341 

82 

259 

(218) 

821 

(1,039) 

Damascus 7 

854 

246 

608 

(129) 

535 

(664) 

Fairland/White Oak 8 

9,786 

10,006 

(220) 

3,990 

5,295 

(1,305) 

Gaithersburg East 

25,937 

17,548 

8,389 

16,545 

7,564 

8,981 

Gaithersburg West 

25,807 

20,590 

5,217 

15,240 

4,222 

11,018 

Germantown East 

10,496 

5,167 

5,329 

6,678 

2,048 

4,630 

Germantown West 

9,965 

7,935 

2,030 

4,124 

5,081 

(957) 

Kens i ngton/Wheaton 8 

7,184 

2,554 

4,630 

7,710 

4,875 

2,835 

North Bethesda 

15,666 

9,539 

6,127 

5,921 

2,593 

3,328 

Olney 

3,113 

698 

2,415 

6,063 

2,922 

3,141 

Potomac 9 

3,295 

428 

2,867 

4,493 

2,336 

2,157 

Rockville 10 

20,325 

14,000 

6,325 

2,753 

850 

1,903 

Silver Spring CBD 11 

14,835 

4,085 

10,750 

3,383 

383 

3,000 

Silver Spring/Takoma Park 11 

1,380 

880 

500 

824 

207 

617 


The ceilings indicate the amount of jobs or housing units by which the road capacity 
m the anticipated FY 89-94 CIP or FY 88-93 CTP exceed the estimated level of develop- 
ment as of January 1, 1987. Negative numbers, shown in parentheses, indicate the 
amount by which the estimated level of development exceeds the anticipated FY 89 
ceiling. 

2 Group I Policy Areas are not assigned staging ceilings. In these areas, subdivision 
applications are subject to Transportation Local Area Review, as well as to relevant 
zoning and water and sewer constraints. 

3 Total number of jobs or housing units in subdivisions approved up to October 8 1987. 

This total includes buildings which were completed since January 1 , 1987. 

Capacity remaining after the pipeline is subtracted from the staging ceilinqs shown in 
the previous column. 

^Staging Ceilings were not adopted for Bethesda CBD and Bethesda/ Chevy Chase as 
separate policy areas in the FY 88 AGP. 

6 Staging Ceilings were adjusted from those adopted in the FY 88 AGP to better balance 
the projected build out of Jobs and Housing Units. 

Pipeline adopted in the FY 88 AGP have been revised to reflect the correction of an 
accounting error of existing development in the Damascus Policy Area. 

8 Staging Ceilings are estimated based upon roadway level of service standard as a Group 
III Policy Area. All of the tests to confirm these values for the ceilinqs have not 
been completed as of December 1, 1987. 

^Staging Ceilings are not used for this policy area. 

10 Staging Ceilings were not adopted for Rockville in the FY 88 AGP. Final interpreta- 
tion of which projects to rely upon from the Rockville CIP were still under discussion 
as of December 1, 1987. 

^Since the FY 88 AGP was adopted, an amendment was made to separate Silver Spring into 
two policy areas. The Pipeline, Ceiling and Remaining Capacity reflect the numbers 

™ a 3„ W ? re ad °P ted on November 10, 1987, as part of the Silver Spring amendment to the 
FY 88 AGP. 
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• The Planning Board and the Department of Transportation will 
implement Transportation Systems Management for the Silver Spring 
CBD; the goal of this program will be to achieve the commuting 
goals for transit use and auto occupancy rates set out below; 

e The County Government, through the Silver Spring Parking Dis- 
trict, will constrain the amount of public and private long term 
parking spaces. 

For the FY 89 Annual Growth Policy, a net remaining jobs capacity 
ceiling of 10,750 as of October 8, 1987, of which at least 2,000 must 
be retail , and 250 are reserved for standard method proj ects , and a 
net remaining housing capacity of 3,000 dwelling units meet these 
administrative guidelines. The parking constraints and commuting 
goals needed to achieve satisfactory traffic conditions with these 
ceilings are as follows: 

• Parking constraint 

A maximum of 17,500 public and private long term spaces when all 
non- residential development is built; (this maximum assumes a 
peak accumulation factor of .9, which requires verification in 
Silver Spring and may be subject to revision). Interim long term 
parking constraints will be imposed in accordance, with the amount 
of interim development. Long-term public parking spaces will be 
priced to reflect the market value of constrained parking spaces. 

• Commuting goals 

For employers with 25 or more employees, 25 percent mass transit 
use and auto occupancy rates of 1.3 persons per vehicle; and 

For new non- residential development, 30 percent mass transit use 
and auto occupancy rates of 1.3 persons per vehicle. 

To achieve these goals it will be necessary to require developers of 
new development in Silver Spring to enter into traffic mitigation 
agreements and the employers and certain owners to submit transporta- 
tion mitigation plans as set forth in the Transportation Systems 
Management legislation (Bill #24-87). 

Each Annual Growth Policy will reflect the Annual Report of the Silver 
Spring Transportation Management District, which must include a report 
of the status of critical signalized intersections (as defined in the 
report of October 5, 1987). The Annual Growth Policy, must include a 
projection of future traffic conditions based on intersection improve- 
ments in the proposed CIP and full achievement of the Transportation 
Management District goals. The Council will take this information into 
account in the decisions on the Growth Policy and the CIP. 


17 



Resolucion No. 


In accordance with the amendment to the Silver Spring Sector Plan, 
subdivision applications for non- residential standard method projects 
throughout the CBD may be approved for development or additions of not 
more than 5,000 square feet of gross floor area. (If, for a particular 
use j— the - addition -of— five -peak- -hour— trips- yields— a floor -area greater— 
than 5,000 square feet, that additional area may be approved for that 
particular use . ) 

(c) Staging Ceiling Flexibility 

Staging Ceiling Flexibility allows the Planning Board, after con- 
sidering the recommendation of the County Executive, to approve a 
preliminary plan application which exceeds the staging ceiling. In 
allowing the staging ceiling to be exceeded, caution should be exer- 
cised to assure that the average level of service is not adversely 
affected to a serious degree. 

In general, such approval above the staging ceiling shall be con- 
ditioned upon the planned and scheduled construction by either the 
applicant and/or the government, of some public facility projects, or 
other appropriate capacity measure, (such as the private operation of 
a transit program) which, if added to the approved CIP or CTP pro- 
grammed facilities, will add capacity or its equivalent to the 
existing facility system and result in no lessening of the area-wide 
level of service. The capacity addition must be scheduled for comple- 
tion at the same time or before, the proposed development is to be 
completed. The application must also be approved under Local Area 
Review standards. 

The nature, design and scale of the additional project or program 
must receive prior approval from the relevant governmental agencies 
responsible for constructing or maintaining such facilities or pro- 
grams. The recommendation of the Executive also will be evaluated 
carefully. In cases where the applicant agrees to pay for all neces- 
sary facilities, and the relevant administering agency has agreed, 
there normally will be no other constraint, provided that the project 
is in accordance with an adopted master plan or other relevant policy 
statement and project design is subject to mandatory referral. 

Where the applicant commits to provide a transit, para- transit or 
ridesharing program, such application may be deemed to have passed the 
staging ceiling test, insofar as transportation is concerned, if the 
Board finds, after reviewing recommendations of the County Executive, 
that the program will reduce the number of peak-hpur, peak- direction 
automobile trips by as many trips as would be generated by the pro- 
posed development. After a preliminary plan has been approved on this 
basis, later applications may be credited for reduced trips only to 
the extent that the new proposal will provide additional reductions 
sufficient to accommodate all the trips generated by the new proposal. 

Further staging ceiling flexibility is not available in the Silver 
Spring CBD because traffic mitigation measures of the Transportation 
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Management District have been relied upon to establish the ceilings 
for the Group VI Policy Area in Silver Spring. 

The approval of preliminary plans which add only a few vehicle trips 
will be considered on a case-by-case basis by the Planning Board. In 
general, in policy areas with no ceiling balance (i,e., no remaining 
capacity) , all land at one location for which zoning or other con- 
straints permit no more than ten trips in total may receive approval 
of up to five trips. Non-residential plans submitted for the purpose 
of expanding structures which were completed prior to 1982 may receive 
approval for additional development which add no more than five trips. 
(The term, "all land at one location," means all land that would be 
included in a determination of whether a project is a "significantly 
sized project" under the Planning Board's guidelines for Local Area 
Transportation Review outlined in Montgomery County Planning Depart- 
ment's "Alternative Transportation Scenarios and Staging Ceilings," 
December 1987. 

(d) Amendment of Policy Ceilings 

From time to time, these staging ceilings may be amended by the 
Montgomery County Council, after public hearing, to reflect changing 
conditions such as additions to the Capital Improvements Program or 
the State's Consolidated Transportation Program, changing patterns of 
public facility usage, revised levels of public service, and other 
relevant criteria. The effect of the various traffic alleviation 
measures approved under the 1986 Interim Growth Policy (i.e., short- 
term traffic alleviation measures) has not been included in the 
development of the policy area ceilings. If measurable results become 
evident, consideration could be given to revision of the ceilings. 

(e) General Application and Review Procedures for Transportation 

For administrative purposes it is necessary to establish an applica- 
tion date for each subdivision on which to fix the size of the pipe- 
line of previously approved preliminary plans. This date shall be 
established according to Rules of Procedures adopted by the Planning 
Board. The pipeline figure as of that date (i.e., the development 
possible from all previously approved preliminary plans which have not 
yet been built) shall be subtracted from the adopted transportation 
staging ceiling to determine the remaining capacity available for 
that subdivision. The following are the three basic situations that 
could result: 

• Transportation staging ceiling minus pipeline equals a negative 
number. This means that there is no staging ceiling available, 
and that staff would recommend disapproval of the plan if it were 
presented to the Planning Board (unless the applicant, working 
with the County Executive, proposes an improvement to create 
additional capacity -- see "Staging Ceiling Flexibility"). In 
cases where no staging ceiling capacity is available, a waiting 
list of preliminary plans will be established. Once additional 
staging ceiling capacity becomes available, the applicants on the 
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waiting list will have the proposed development placed on a 
regular Planning Board Agenda for action by the Board in the 
order of their application dates. 

— • Transportationstaging ceiling minus pipeline equals - a -positive 

number, and there is a waiting list that was previously estab- 
lished during a period of no staging ceiling capacity. In this 
case, the new application would be placed at the end of the 
waiting list. 

• Transportation staging ceiling minus pipeline equals a positive 
number, and there is no waiting list. In this case, the positive 
staging ceiling number is the amount of staging ceiling capac- 
ity available for the new application. If the new application 
requests more than the available staging ceiling, it may be 
partially approved, and the remainder will be first in line on 
a waiting list. Plans that were previously partially approved 
under old guidelines are on a waiting list under these new guide- 
lines. In all cases, plans approvable on the basis of ceiling 
capacity will still be subject to Local Area Transportation 
Review. 

(2) Local Area Review (LAR) 

The traffic simulation model used for Policy Area Review addresses 
the average level of traffic in the policy area. If this were the 
only test, an area with acceptable average level of service could have 
one or more intersections, or roadway links, with unacceptably poor 
levels of service. It is necessary, therefore, that a local area test 
be applied to assure that new development is not allowed to cause such 
congestion. 

Local Area Review shall, at all times, be consistent with the 
standards and staging mechanisms of adopted master plans and sector 
plans. In the Potomac Policy Area, only the area contributing traffic 
to the intersection of Montrose Road and Seven Locks Road will be 
subject to Local Area Review. 

In the area designated as the Silver Spring CBD Policy Area, the 
Planning Board, in consultation with the Department of Transportation, 
will prepare performance evaluation criteria for its Local Area 
Review. These criteria will be used to accomplish: (1) safety for 
pedestrians and vehicles; (2) access to buildings and sites; and (3) 
traffic flow within the vicinity, at levels which are tolerable in an 
urban situation. The County Executive will publish a Silver Spring 
Traffic Management Program after receiving public comment and a recom- 
mendation from the Planning Board. This program will list those 
actions to be taken by government to maintain traffic flow at toler- 
able levels in the Silver Spring CBD, and protect the surrounding 
residential area. 
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Local Area Review must be undertaken for subdivisions which would 
generate more than 50 peak hour automobile trips in either of the 
following circumstances: 

• For the policy area, total approved development is within 
5 percent of the policy area ceiling; or 

• For the local area, the proposed development is located 
near a congested area. 

In administering the Local Area Review (LAR) , the Planning Board must 
not approve a subdivision if it finds that an unacceptable peak hour 
level of service will result after taking into account existing roads, 
programmed roads, available or programmed mass transportation, and 
improvements to be provided by the applicant. If the subdivision will 
affect an intersection, or roadway link for which congestion is al- 
ready unacceptable, then the subdivision may only be approved if it 
does not make the situation worse. 

The mid-point of Level of Service E is presumed to be the condition 
under which a roadway intersection or link is operating at maximum 
capacity. Critical Lane Volumes or Link Level of Service higher than 
the mid-point of LOS E are deemed to reduce the overall efficiency of 
the road network. A peak hour level of service below the midpoint of 
LOS E is unacceptable for Local Area Review. In Group I Areas., Level 
of Service below Level of Service D is unacceptable for Local Area 
Review. 

The nature of the LAR test is such that a traffic study is necessary 
if local congestion is likely to occur. The Planning Board and staff 
will examine the applicant's traffic study to determine whether 
adjustments are necessary to assure that the traffic study is a rea- 
sonable and appropriate reflection of the traffic impact of the 
proposed subdivision after taking into account all approved develop- 
ment and programmed transportation projects. 

For Local Area Review purposes, the programmed transportation projects 
to be considered are those included in the most recent edition of the 
County Executive's Approved Road Program (ARP). The Approved Road 
Program shall include only roads programmed in the current approved 
Capital Improvements Program and the Maryland Consolidated Transporta- 
tion Program for which: 

(1) The County Executive has determined that construction will begin 
within two years of the effective date of the approved road 
program; and 

(2) In the case of the County CIP, 100 percent of the expenditure for 
contracts, have been appropriated. 

For these purposes , roads required under Section 302 of the Charter to 
be authorized by law are not to be considered programmed until the 
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time for petition to referendum has expired without a valid petition, 
or the authorizing law has been approved by referendum. 

The Planning Board has ad opte d guide lines for the administrat ion of 

Local Area Review. To the extent that they are. consistent with these 
legislative guidelines, the Planning Board guidelines may continue to 
apply or to be amended as the Planning Board 'deems- it necessary to do 
so. See Montgomery County Planning Department's report "Alternative 
Transportation Scenarios and Staging Ceilings , " December 1987 for 
these guidelines. 

In its administration of Local Area Review, the Planning Board shall 
give careful consideration to the recommendations of the County Execu- 
tive concerning the applicant's traffic study and proposed improve- 
ments or any other aspect of the LAR. 

*’ l 

Guidelines for Public School Facilities 

(1) Geographic Area 

For the purposes of public school analysis and local area review of 
school facilities at time of subdivision, the County has been divided 
into 21 areas called high school clusters as shown in Map 4. These 
areas coincide exactly with the cluster boundaries used by the 
Montgomery County Public School system. 

The Council evaluated available capacity, in each high school cluster 
and compared enrollment projected by Montgomery County Public Schools 
for each fiscal year with projected school capacity four years out. 

If insufficient capacity was available, the Council determined whether 
an adjacent cluster or clusters had sufficient capacity to cover the 
projected deficit in school capacity. The Council's groupings were 
only for the administration of the Adequate Public Facilities Ordi- 
nance and are not in any way a required action by the Board of Educa- 
tion in exercising its power to designate school service boundaries. 

(2) School Capacity Measure 

The Council used 110 percent of Council funded program capacity as the 
school capacity measure in the administration of the Adequate Public 
Facilities Ordinance. This capacity measure does not count relocat- 
able classrooms in computing a school's permanent capacity. Based on 
the approved FY 88-93 CIP, the Council funded regular program capacity 
is a class size of 25 for grades 1-6, 44 for half day kindergarten 
where it is currently provided, 22 for all day kindergarten where it 
is currently provided, and an effective class size of 22.5 for second- 
ary grades . 
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Table 3 


ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS BY HIGH SCHOOL CLUSTER AND AREA 
Comparison of. 1992 MCPS Projected Elementary School Enrollment 
With the Board of Education's., Reques ted FY 89-94 CIP Program Capacity 


A B C D E 




100% 


110% Program 


Geographic Area 
(High School Cluster) 

September 1992 
Enrol Iment 
Projected by 
MCPS 1 

(as of 11/87) 

Program 
Capacity with 
Board of 
Education 
Requested 2 
FY 89-94 CIP 

Capacity 
Remaining 
at 100% 
B-A . 

Capacity with 
Board of 
Education 
Requested 
FY 89-94 CIP 
B*1 10% 

Capacity 
Remaining 
at 110% 
D-A 

Area 1 
Blair 

5,131 

5,070 

(61) 

5,577 

446 

Einstein 

2,787 

2,971 

184 

3,268 

481 

Kennedy 

2,289 

2,178 

(111) 

2,396 

107 

Paint Branch 

3,362 

3,282 

(80) 

3,610 

248 

Sherwood 

3,279 

2,772 

(507) 

3,049 

(230) 

Springbrook 

4,393 

4,029 

(364) 

4,432 

39 

Wheaton 

2,797 

2,874 

77 

3,161 

364 

Subtotal 

24,038 

23,176 

(862) 

25,493 

1,455 

Area 2 

Be thesda- Chevy Chase 

2,795 

2,939 

144 

3,233 

438 

Churchill 

2,773 

2,814 

41 

3,095 

322 

Walter Johnson 

2,812 

2,897 

85 

3,187 

375 

R. Montgomery 

2,344 

2,350 

6 

2,585 

241 

Rockville 

2,113 

2,766 

653 

3,043 

930 

Whitman 

2,000 

2,119 

119 

2,331 

331 

Subtotal 

14,837 

15,885 

1,048 

17,473 

2,637 

Area 3 

Damascus 

2,959 

2,883 

(76) 

3,171 

212 

Gaithersburg 

5,514 

5,494 

(20) 

6,043 

529 

Mag ruder 

2,216 

2,261 

45 

2,487 

271 . 

Poolesvi l le 

963 

851 

(112) 

936 

(27) 

Quince Orchard 

3,529 

3,423 

(106) 

3,765 

236 

Seneca Valley 

4,797 

4,641 

(156) 

5,105 

308 

Watkins Mill 

3,423 

3,509 

86 

3,860 

437 

Wootton 

2,897 

3,358 

461 

3,694 

797 

Subtotal 

26,298 

26,420 

122 

29,062 

2,763 

Total 

65,173 

65,481 

308 

72,028 

6,855 

1 Enrollment projections as 

stated in the Board 

of Education's 

Requested FY 89 to 94 CIP, November 25, .1987. 


Cluster capacity as stated in the Board of Education's Requested FY 89-94 CIP. Program capacity assumes the 
student per classroom ratio as funded by the Montgomery County Council (i.e., 25 students per classroom 
for grades 1 to ,6). 

Source: Montgomery County Public Schools, Educational Facilities Planning and Development; the Research Division, 
Montgomery County Planning Department; and Board of Educations 's Requested FY 89-94 CIP, November 25, 1987. 
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Table 4 


JIM SCHOOLS BY HIGH SCHOOL CLUSTER AND AREA 

Comparison of 1992 MCPS Projected Junior, Intermediate, & Middle (JIM) School Enrollment 
With the Board of Educations's Requested FY 89-94 CIP Program Capacity 



A 

B 

C 

0 

E 



100% 


110% Program 




Program 


Capacity with 



September 1992 

Capacity with 


Board of 



Enrollment 

Board of 

Capacity 

Education 

Capacity 


Projected by 

Education 

Remaining 

Requested 

Remaining 

Geographic Area 

MCPS 1 

Requested 2 

at 100% 

FY 89-94 CIP 

at 110% 

(High School Cluster) 

(as of 11/87) 

FY 89-94 CIP 

B-A 

B*110% 

D-A 

Area 1 






Blair 

1,401 

1,656 

255 

1,822 

421 

Einstein 

988 

1,220 

232 

1,342 

354 

Kennedy 

1,001 

1,013 

12 

1,114 

113 

Paint Branch 

1,285 

1,526 

241 

1,678 

393 

Sherwood 

1,269 

909 

(360) 

1,000 

(269) 

Springbrook 

1,030 

945 

(85) 

1,040 

10 

Wheaton 

646 

1,121 

475 

1,233 

587 

Subtotal 

7,620 

8,389 

769 

9,227 

1,607 

Area 2 






Bethesda-Chevy Chase 

640 

923 

283 

1,015 

375 

Churchill 

786 

905 

119 

995 

209 

Walter Johnson 

713 

752 

39 

827 

114 

R. Montgomery 

1,026 

896 

(131) 

985 

(41) 

Rockville 

862 

963 

101 

1,059 

197 

Whitman 

1,061 

1,062 

1 

1,168 

107 

Subtotal 

5,088 

5,499 

411 

6,049 

961 

Area 3 






Damascus 

775 

891 

116 

980 

205 

Gaithersburg 

1,120 

1,170 

50 

1,287 

167 

Magruder 

984 

792 

(192) 

871 

(113) 

Poolesville 3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Quince Orchard 

907 

1,062 

155 

1,168 

261 

Seneca Valley 

1,052 

950 

(103) 

1,044 

(8) 

Watkins Mill 

854 

711 

(143) 

782 

(72) 

Woo t ton 

898 

837 

(61) 

921 

23 

Subtotal 

6,590 

6,413 

(178) 

7,054 

464 


======= 

n 

n 

n 

ii 

ii 

ii 

n 

======= 

ii 

ii 

ii 

ti 

n 

n 

ii 


Total 

19,298 

20,300 

1,002 

22,330 

3,032 


1 Enrollment projections as stated in the Board of Education's Requested FY 89 to 94 CIP, .November 25, 1987. 

2 Cluster capacity as stated in the Board of Education's Requested FY 89-94 CIP. 100 percent of JIM program 
capacity is defined as 90 percent of the state rated capacity (i.e., 22.5 students per classroom). 

3 Pool esvi lie's JIM and High School are one facility. 

Source: Montgomery County Public Schools, Educational Facilities Planning and Development; the Research Oi vision, 
Montgomery County Planning Department; and Board of Education's Requested FY 89-94 CIP, November 25, 1987. 
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Table 5 


SENIOR SCHOOLS BY HIGH SCHOOL CLUSTER AND AREA 
Comparison of 1992 MCPS Projected High School Enrollment 
With the Board of Education's Requested FY 89-94 CIP Program Capacity 



A 

B 

C 

D 

E 



100% 


110% Program 




Program 


Capacity with 



Sept arfcer~1 992“ 

^Capacity with 


Board of 



Enrol Iment 

Board of 

Capacity 

Education 

Capacity 


Projected by 
MCPS 1 

Education 

Remaining 

Requested 

Remaining 

Geographic Area 

Requested^ 

at 100% 

FY 89-94 CIP 

at 110% 

(Hfah School Cluster) 

(as of 11/87) 

FY 89-94 CIP 

B-A 

B*110% 

D-A 

Area 1 
Blair 

2,057 

2,039 

(19) 

2,242 

185 

Einstein 

1,285 

1,431 

146 

1,574 

289 

Kennedy 

1,245 

1,359 

114 

1,495 

250 

Paint Branch 

1,610 

1,575 

(35) 

1,733 

123 

Sherwood 

1,297 

1,422 

125 

1,564 

267 

Springbrook 

1,908 

1,580 

(328) 

1,738 

(170) 

Wheaton 

1,169 

1,188 

19 

1,307 

138 

Subtotal 

10,571 

10,594 

23 

11,653 

1,082 

Area 2 

Bethesda-Chevy Chase 

1,323 

1,535 

212 

1,688 

365 

Churchill 

1,700 

1,589 

(112) 

1,74 7 

47 

Walter Johnson 

1,201 

1,571 

370. 

1,728 

527 

R. Montgomery 

1,518 

1,503 

(15) 

1,653 

135 

Rockville 

1,051 

1,269 

218 

1,396 

345 

Whitman 

1,345 

1,656 

311 

1,822 

477 

Subtotal 

8,138 

9,122 

984 

10,034 

1,896 

Area 3 






Damascus 

1,182 

1,130 

(53) 

1,242 

60 

Gaithersburg 

1,697 

1,841 

144 

2,025 

328 

Magruder 

1,273 

1,400 

127 

1,540 

267 

Poolesvi lle^ 

476 

860 

384 

945 

469 

Quince Orchard 

1,793 

1,850 

57 

2,034 

241 

Seneca Valley 

1,584 

1,679 

95 

1,847 

263 

Watkins Mill 

1,394 

1,458 

64 

1,604 

210 

Wootton 

1,704 

1,584 

(120) 

1,742 

38 

Subtotal 

11,103 

11,800 

697 

12,980 

1,877 

Total 

29,812 

31,516 

1,703 

34,667 

4,855 


Enrollment projections as stated in the Board of Education's Requested FY 89 to 94 CIP, November 25, 1987. 
^ Cluster capacity as stated in the Board of Education's Requested FY 89-94 CIP. 100 percent high school 
program capacity is defined as 90 percent of the state rated capacity in the FY 88-94 CIP as approved on 
March 17, 1987 (i.e., 22.5 students per classroom). 

^ Poolesvi l le's JIM and high school are one facility. 


Source: Montgomery County Public Schools, Educational Facilities Planning and Development; the Research Division, 
Montgomery County Planning Department; and Board of Education's Requested FY 89-94 CIP, November 25, 1987. 
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(3) Grade Levels 

Each of the three grade level clusters, namely elementary, J/I/M, and 
high school are assessed separately as part of the Annual Growth Policy. 

Using the approach outlined above and assuming the Board of Educa- 
tion's Requested FY 89-94 CIP, results in a determination by the 
Montgomery County Council that adequate school capacity exists in 1992 
for APFO purposes. The Council declares school capacity for school 
year 1992 to be adequate for anticipated growth during FY 89. Tables 
3, 4, and 5 present the results of this analysis. 

The Planning Board, in its approval of preliminary plans of subdivi- 
sions, shall consider schools to be adequate for Fiscal Year 1989. 

C. Guidelines for Water and Sewerage Facilities 

In accordance with the language of the Adequate Public Facilities 
Ordinance itself, both for policy areas with a staging ceiling and in 
those without one, applications shall be considered adequately served 
by water and sewerage if the subdivision is located in an area in 
which water and sewer service is presently available, is under con- 
struction, or is designated by the County Council for extension of 
service within the first two years of a current approved Comprehensive 
Water Supply and Sewerage Systems Plan (i.e., categories I, II, and 
III) or if the applicant either provides a community water and/or 
sewerage system or meets health department requirements for septic 
and/or well systems, as outlined in the Adequate Public Facilities 
Ordinance. These requirements are determined either by reference to 
the Water and Sewerage Plan, adopted by the Council, or by obtaining 
a satisfactory percolation test from the County Health Department. 

Applications will only be accepted for further planning staff and 
Board consideration if they present evidence of meeting the appro- 
priate requirements. 

D. Guidelines for Police, Fire and Health Services 

The Planning Board and staff shall consider the programmed services to 
be adequate for facilities such as police stations, firehouses, and 
health clinics unless there is evidence to believe that a local area 
problem will be generated. Such a problem is one which cannot be 
overcome within the context of the approved Capital Improvements Pro- 
gram and Operating Budgets of the relevant agencies. Where such evi- 
dence exists, either through agency response to the Subdivision Review 
committee clearinghouse, or through public commentary or planning 
staff consideration, a Local Area Review shall be undertaken. Such 
review shall seek a written opinion from the relevant agency, and will 
require, if necessary, additional data from the applicant, to facil- 
itate the completion of the planning staff recommendation within the 
statutory time frame for Planning Board action. In performing this 
Local Area Review, the facility capacity at the end of the sixth year 
of the approved CIP shall be compared to the demand generated by the 
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"most probable" forecast for the same year prepared by the Montgomery 
County Planning Department. 

E. Guidelines for Resubdivisions 


Applications to amend a previously approved preliminary plan of sub* 
division shall not require a new test for adequacy of public facili- 
ties in the following instances: 

e Revisions to a preliminary plan which has not been recorded. 

Provided that the preliminary plan has not expired and the number 
of trips which will be produced by the revised plan is not 
greater than the trips produced by the original plan. 

e Resubdivision of a recorded lot involving the sale or exchange of 
parcels of land (not to exceed a total of 2,000 square feet or 
one percent of the combined area, whichever is greater) between 
owners of adjoining properties for the purpose of small adjust- 
ments in boundaries . 

e Resubdivision of a recorded lot involving more than 2,000 square 
feet or one percent of the lot area provided that less than three 
years have passed since preliminary plan approval; or if con- 
struction has begun on any portion of the preliminary plan, less 
than five years have passed since preliminary plan approval; or, 
if construction of an APF related road improvement required as a 
condition of the original preliminary plan is proceeding as 
scheduled, less than 10 years have passed since preliminary plan 
approval. In addition to meeting the requirements above, the 
number of trips which will be produced by the revised plan shall 
not be greater than the trips in the original plan. 

II. Process for Amending Annual Growth Policy 

Chapter 33A, Division 2, of the Montgomery County Code provided that 
"the County Council may adopt a subsequent resolution, after public 
hearing, to amend the Annual Growth Policy." The amendment process 
should be reserved for situations in which a need arises to resolve 
broad policy issues without waiting for the annual cycle of revision. 
In such cases, the process should follow a format similar to the one 
provided for the annual revision process under Chapter 33A, consisting 
of the following steps: 

(1) A request for amendment must be made in writing to the Planning 
Board . 

(2) The Planning Board may, in response to such request or on its own 
initiative, prepare an amendment. The amendment must be accom- 
panied by a statement of the severity of the problem addressed, 
the nature of the conflict in public policies which is involved, 
and approaches for resolving the conflict, including any specific 
recommendations. In cases where the Council or Executive requests 
an amendment which the Planning Board does not support, the Board 
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must prepare a draft which complies with the original request, in 
addition to its own recommendations. 

(3) The Planning Board's amendment must be submitted to the County 
Executive, who may make revisions in the form of specific addi- 
tions or deletions, and who must then recommend an amendment to 
the County Council. 

(4) After public hearing by the County Council, the Council may 
approve, approve with revisions, or disapprove, the amendment 
recommended by the Executive. 

(5) The Planning Board's amendment must be forwarded to the County 
Executive not more than forty- five days after receipt of a writ- 
ten request from the Executive or Council. The Executive's recom- 
mended amendment must be forwarded to the County Council not more 
than thirty days after receipt of the Planning Board's amendment. 
The Council should act on the recommended amendment not more than 
45 days after the closing of the public hearing record. 


III. Issues tu be Addressed During Next Fiscal Year 

In adopting the FY 1989 Annual Growth Policy, the Council recognizes 
that not all aspects of a comprehensive approach to growth policy can 
be dealt with in one year. To ensure that the policy making process 
continues to be developed and refined, the following matters are to 
be dealt with further during FY 89. 


*NOTE : This section to be filled in by Council if additional policy issues 

arise. 
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APPENDICES 


Material in this appendix is provided for reference 
purposes only and is not part of the Annual Growth 
Policy adopted by the Council. 



APPENDIX l: 


THE 

CAPITAL 

IMPROVEMENTS 

PROGRAM 


DRAFT 

10/14/87 

TABLE 3.1: LIST OF HIGHWAY PROJECTS BY POLICY AREA WHICH ARE 100% PROGRAMMED FOR 

CONSTRUCTION IN THE FIRST FOUR YEARS OF THE FY 88-93 CIP, THE CITY 
CIP'S, OR THE MDDOT FY 87-92 CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM 


Policy Area 

PDF 

NO. 

Project 

No. 

Nap 

No. 

Project Name (Underlined) with 
Phases and/or Limits 

Scope of 
Improvement 

Approved Road 
Program of 7/1/87 

100X of Const. 
Expenditures B.Y_ 

BETHESOA 


153268 

1 . 

Wisconsin Avenue (HO 355) 

Bridge over the Georgetown Branch 

Replace 

Bridge 

r 

88 



151009 

2. 

1-495 Ui deni no (Capital Beltway) 
Wisconsin Avenue (HD 355) to 
Georgia Avenue (HD 97) 

♦2 Lanes 

Y 

90 


1337 

733696 

3. 

Woodmont Avenue Extended 
Montgomery Lane to Leland Street 

4 Lane 

Business Street 

Y 

88 


1266 

793369 

4. 

The Hills Plaza Connection 
Extension North 

4 Lane 

Business Street 

Y 

88 

:loveriy 

1342 

863119 

5. 

Ednor Road Bridqe 
Northwest Branch 

2 Lane 
Bridge 

N 

89 


1251 

673940 

6. 

Bonifant Road 

Layhill Road (HD 182) to 

New Hampshire Avenue (M> 650) 

Safety 

Widening 

Y 

90 


1297 

863115 

7. 

HD 28 - HO 198 Connector 
Layhill Road (HD 182) to 
New Hampshire Avenue (HD 650) 

2 Lanes 

. Y 

91 

)AMASCUS 

** 

Special 

Projects 

8. 

Ridge Road (HD 27) 

Lewis Ofive to Main Street (HD 108) 

Geometric 

Improvements 

Y 

88 


1668 

859117 

9, 

Lewis Orive 

Main Street (MD 108) to MD 27 

2 Lanes 

Y 

88 


1325 

873121 

10. 

Sweepstakes Road 

Ridge Road (HO 27) to Uoodfield Road (M0 128) 

Residential 

Primary 

N 

90 

FAIRLAND/WHITE OAK 

1328 823862 

(Joint with 
County) 

11. 

Colurbia Pike (US 29) 

Section l: Industrial Parkway to 

Randolph Road 

+2 Lanes 

Y 

89 




12. 

Section II: North of Fairland Road to 
Greencastle Road 

♦ 2 Lanes 

Y 

89 



Special 

Projects 

13, 

New Hampshire Avenue (MD 650) to Industrial 
Parkway and Greencastle Road to North of 
Sandy Spring Road (HD 198) 

♦2 Lanes 

Y 

89 


1262 

933963 

14. 

Fairland Road 

Randolph Road to Old Colunbia Pike 

Safety 

Widening 

Y 

90 


1259 

833888 

15. 

E. Randolph Road Widenino 
Phase I: New Hampshire Avenue (MD 650) 

to Fairland Road 

♦4 Lanes 

Y 

91 


1258 

833969 

16. 

E. Randolph Road Widening 

Phase II: Fairland Road to Old Colunbia Pike 

♦3 Lanes 

N 

91 


1253 

873114 

17. 

Sriqgs Chanev Realignment East 

2 Lanes 

N 

91 . 





Old Columbia Pike to. Briggs Chaney Road 
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TABLE 3.1 (continued) 


Policy Area 

POP 

Mo. 

Project 

Mo. 

Map 

NO. 

Project Name (Underlined) with 
Phases and/or Limits 

Scope of 
improvement 

Approved Road 
Program of 7/1/87 ' 

100% of Const. 
Expenditures Bv 

GAITHERSBURG EAST 


153162 

18. 

Frederick Avenue (MO 355) 

S. Summit Avenue to Chestnut Street 

6 Lana 
Bridge 

Y 

88 



151015 

19. 

1-370 Metro Connection 

1-270 to Shady Grove Metro Access Road 

6 Lane 
Freeway 

Y 

90 



151024 

20. 

1-270 Widenino 

Montgomery Village Avenue (MD 124) to 
Shady Grove Road 

♦2 Lanes, 
CO Road 

Y 

90 


*• 

153065 

21. 

Mid-Countv Hiohwav Widening (MD 115 Relocated) 
Montgomery Village Avenue to Shady Grove Road 

+2 Lane 
Divided 

Y 

90 


1282 

793177 

22. 

Gude Drive Widening 
MO 355 to South lawn Lane 

♦4 Lanes 
♦3 Lanes 

Y 

90 


1343 

763815 

23. 

Gude Drive Railroad Bridge 
Over B&O and Metro Tracks 

♦3 Lanes 

Y 

89 


1283 

723271 

24. 

Gude Drive Extension. Phase II 

Piccard Drive to Frederick Avenue (MD 355) 

♦2 Lanes 

N 

89 


1308 

663899 

25. 

Muddy Branch Road/W. Diamond Avenue 
1-270 to W. Diamond Avenue (MD 117) 

♦2 Lanes 

N 

90 


1248 

853176 

26. 

Airpark Road/Shadv Grove Road Extended 
Muncaster Mill Road (MD 115) to 
Laytonsville Road (M0 124) 

4 Lanes 

Y 

90 


1331 

853137 

27. 

Watkins Mill Road - School Access 

4 Lane 
Undivided 

Y 

91 


1346 

823754 

28, 

Watkins Mill Road Bridge 
Whetstone Run Stream 

♦2 Lanes 

N 

91 

GAITHERSBURG WEST 

■* 

153332 

29. 

MD 28 Widening 

Research Boulevard to key West Avenue 

♦2 Lanes 

Y 

88 


* * 

151024 

30. 

I -270 Widening 

Montgomery Village Avenue (M0 124) to 
Shady Grove Road 

♦2 Lanes 
CD Roads 

Y 

90 


1308 

663899 

31. 

Muddy Branch Road 

Oarnestown Road (MD 28) to 1-270 

♦2 Lane 
Divided 

N 

90 


1316 

853122 

32. 

Sam E ig Highway 

Great Seneca Highway to 1-270 

6 Lane 
Divided 

Y 

91 


1289 

803530 

33. 

kev West Avenue - M0 28. Phase III 
Darnestown Road (M0 28) to 
Shady Grove Road 

♦4 Lanes 
♦2 Lanes 

Y 

91 


1280 

713129 

34. 

Great Seneca Highway, Phase II 
Quince Orchard Road (K> 124) to 
Darnestown Road (MD 28) 

4 Lane 
Divided 

Y 

91 


1278 

863111 

35. 

Great Seneca Highway. Phase III 
Great Seneca Creek to 
Quince Orchard Road (MO 124) 

4 Lane 
Divided 

Y 

91 


1264 

663907 

36. 

Fields Road 

Muddy Branch Road to Omega Orive 

4 Lanes, 

5 Lanes 

Y 

91 


1291 

743799 

37. 

Longdraft Road/C lopoer Road 
Quince Orchard Road (W> 124) to 
Clopper Road (MO 117) 

+2 Lanes 

N 

91 
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TABLE 3.1 (continued) 


Policy Area 

POP 

No. 

Project 
No. . 

Map 

No. 

Project Nane (Underlined) with f 

Phases and/or Units 

Scope of 
Improvement 

Approved Road 
Proaran of 7/1/87 

100% of Const. 
Exrienditures Bv 

GERMANTOWN EAST 


151024 

38. 

1-270 Widenina and Middlebrook Road interchange 

♦2 Lanes, New 
Interchange 

Y 

91 


1331 

8531V 

39. 

Watkins Mill. Road - School Access 

4. Lane — 

_ Y _ 

91 






Undivided 




1302 

863125 

40. 

Middlebrook Road - 

Phase U: 1*270 to Frederick Road (MO 355) 

*2 Lanes 

N 

Developer 

GERMANTOWN WEST 

*• 

151024 

41. 

1*270 Widening and Middlebrook Road 
Interchange 

*2 Lanes, New 
Interchange 

Y 

91 


1255 

873160 

42. 

Crystal Rock Drive 

Germantown Road (W 118) to Germantown Orive 

4 Lanes 

Y 

87 


1273 

873161 

43. 

Germantown Drive Widening 

♦2 Lanes 

Y 

88 



Crystal Rock Orive to Wyrmfield Orive 





1278 

863111 

44. 

Great Seneca Highway. Phase 111 
Middlebrook Road to Greet Seneca Creek 

4 Lanes 

Y 

91 


1293 

863171 

45. 

MD 118 Relocated/Germantown Road 
Phase l: Wisteria Drive to Clopper Road 

6 Lanes 

Y 

90 


1299 

873119 

46. 

MD 117 Widening (Cloooer Road) 

M0 118 Relocated to Great Seneca Highway 

♦2 Lane 
Oivided 

N 

91 


1302 

863125 

47. 

Middlebrook Road. Phase ( 
Great Seneca Highway to 1-270 

♦2 Lane 
Oivided 

N 

91 ' 

KENSINGTON/WHEATON 

*• 

153011 

48. 

Lavhill Road Wideninq 

Georgia Avenue (MO 97) to Longmead Road 

♦2 Lane 
Divided 

Y 

90 


' -- 

153181 

49. 

Forest Glen Road (MD 192) 

Georgia Avenue (MO 97) to Belvedere Place 

2 lanes 

N 

90 


•• 

Special 

Projects 

50. 

Veirs Mill Road 

Randolph Road to Connecticut Avenue (K> 185) 

♦2 Lanes 

Y 

88 


1399E 

873183 

51. 

Glenmont Park and Ride Lot 

300 Spaces 


88 





Georgia Avenue (MO 97) & Glenallan Avenue 




1250 

803498 

52. 

Belvedere Place Extension 
from Forest Glen Road (M0 192) 

Residential 

Primary 

Y 

89 


1257 

883102 

53. 

Dewev Road 

Dahill Road to Garrett Park Road 

Residential 

Primary 

N 

91 

NORTH BETKESDA 

* * 

151024 

54. 

1-270 Widenina 
T Split to Montrose Road 

*2 Lanes, 
CD Roads 

Y 

90 


1334 

853136 

55. 

Woodqlen Orive 

Nicholson Lane to Security Lane 

4 Lanes 

Y 

88 


1306 

813591 

56. 

Montrose Road Extension 

Phase III: Westmont Blvd. to Old Bridge Road 

♦2 Lanes 

N 

88 

DLNEY 

1267 

823864 

57. 

Georqia Avenue (MD 97) 

Norbeck Road (MO 28) to MD 108 

4 Lane 
Divided 

Y 

89 


1252 

783018 

58. 

Briars Road Connection 
to Olney-laytonsvi lie Road (M0 108) 

Residential 

Primary 

Y 

90 


32 



TABLE 3.1 (continued) 


Policy Area 

PDF 

No, 

Project’ 

NO, 

Map 

No. 

Project Name (Underlined) with 
Phases and/or Limits 

Scope of 
Imorovement 

Approved Road 
Program of 7/1/87 

100% of Const. 
Expenditures Bv 

POTOMAC 

1311 

863131 

59. 

Oaklyn Drivq 

Falls Road to Potomac 

Arterial 

Road 

r 

89 


1256 

813595 

60. 

Oemocracv Boulevard Extension 
Gaines borough to Kentsdale 

2 Lanes , 

r 

89 


1318 

863110 

61. 

Seven Locks Road 

Phase I: South of River Road to Owight Drive 

Safety 
, Widening 

N 

90 

ROCKVILLE 

* * 

151024 

62. 

1*270 Uidenino * 

Montrose Road to Shady Grove Road 

♦2 Lanes, 
CO Roads 

Y 

90 


- 

151033 

63. 

fall* *9*4, 19?) Interchange 

Interchange with 1*270 

New 

Interchange 

Y 

90 


•• 

151035 

64. 

1*270 

New Bridge at Ritchie Parkway 

4 Lanes 

Y 

89 


•- 

6S-11 

65.. 

Gude Drive 
South lawn to HD 28 

♦2 Lanes 

Y 

89 


1314 

623865 

66. 

Ritchie Parkwav (1) 

Seven Locks Road to Rockville Pike (M0 355) 

4 Lanes 

N 

90 


-* 

6E- 11 

67. 

Ritchie Parkwav (2) 

Falls Road (W) 189) to Seven Locks Road 

♦ 2 Lanes 

N 

88 

SILVER SPRING/ 
TAKOMA PARK 


151009 

68. 

1*495 Widening (Capital Beltway) 
Wisconsin Avenue (M0 355) to 
Georgia Avenue (M0 97) 

♦2 lanes 

Y 

90 
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TABLE 3.3: LIST OF TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS BY POLICY AREA 

, AND 'POSSIBLE ...FISCAL YEAR OF IMPLEMENTATION 




M-NCPPC 11/30/87 


. 


. - 




1 100% of Constructim 

1 Expenditures by 1 

Policy Area 

PDF . 
No. ' 

Project 

No. 

Hap 

No. 

Project Name (Underlined) with 
Phases and/or Limits 

Scope of 
Improvement 

FY 92 

FY 92 
Augmented 

FY 93 

• *’* 

j FY 94 


M 

BETHESDA 


151087 

1. 

1-495 Widening (Capital Beltway) 

♦2 lanes 

■ 

|P 


■ 

■ 

■ 





Potomac River to River Rood (HD 190) 

• 


SH| 




■ I 


1266 

793369 

2. 

Friendship Boulevard 

Willard Avenue to Western Avenue 

3 Lanes 

1 

b 

■ 

1 

1 

fl 

CLOVERLY 

. . 

153337 

3. 

Mew Hanoshire Avenue (HD 6?0): Phase ti 

Under Design 




■ 

HHHH 

■ 





Randolph Road to Spencerville Road (HD 198) 


is 

i 



■ 

II 


... 

154002 

4. 

Intercountv Connector 

Norbeck Road (HD 28) to Colwfcia Pike (US 29) 

Under Design 

1 

■ 



1 

fl 

Hi 

1295 

883105 

5. 

HD 124 Extension 

Main Street <MD 108) to Ridge Road (HO 27) 

2 Lanes 

■ 

B 

X 

i 

■ 

fl 

FAtRLANO/UHtTE OAK 


15REV3 

6. 

US 29 Widening 

Bridge over New Hampshire Avenue (HD 650) 


■ 

B 


NC 




•• 

15REV2 

7. 

Intercountv Connector ' 
US 29 to 1-95 

Under Design 

1 



■ 

■ 




154002 

8. 

Intercountv Connector 

Norbeck Road (MD 28) to CoUmbia Pike (US 29) 

Under Design 

1 

fl 


1 


. x 


•• 

153337 

9. 

New Hampshire Avenue (W> 650): Phase ! 

Randolph Road to Spencerville Road <MD 198) 

Under Design 

1 

B 

' 

1 

■ 




152019 

10. 

US 29 Improvement Study 
1 495 to Howard County * 

Under Study 

1 

B 


1 

■ 

X 


.1254 

883103 

11. 

Briggs Chaney Road Uideninq 
Automobile Boulevard to ICC Alignment 

♦2 Lane 
Divided 

1 

B 


1 

■ 



1326 

873122 

12. 

US 29 HOV 

1-495 to Sandy Spring Road (MD 198) 

Reversible 
Median Lane 


B 


NC 



GAITHERSBURG EAST 


154002 

13. 

Intercountv Connector 
I *370 to Shady Grove Road 

Under Oesign 



X 





1269 

863116 

14. 

Germantown/Montgomerv Villaqe Connector 

Under Study 

NC 







1284 

863117 

15. 

Intercountv Connector 

Shady Grove Road to Norbeck Road (MD 28) 

4 Lane 
Divided 



• X 





1296 

873113 

16. 

HD 124/Shady Grove Connector 

Railroad Street to Crabbs Branch Way Extension 

2 Lanes 



X 





1276 

883101 

17. 

Goshen Road 

O'dend'hal Road to Warfield Road 

♦2 Lane 
Divided 



X 

- 




1304 

883106 


Hontgomerv Vi t laqe Avenue/Wightman Road 











18. 

a. Hontgomerv Village Avenue 

lost Knife Road to Wightman Road 

♦2 Lanes 



NC 







19. 

b. Wightman Road 

Montgomery Village Avenue to Goshen Road 

*2 Lanes 



X 





1332 

883109 

20.'’' 

Watkins Mill Road Extended 

C topper Rr! (HD 117) to Frederick Ave (MD 355) 

5 Lane 
Arterial 



X 





1399F 

883190 

21. 

Shady Grove Metro Parkinq 

Phase 11: East Parking Garage Addition 

800 Spaces 

X 







X = Counted in the Year Shown; A * Augmentation to the FY 92 Network 

NC = Not Counted Due to the Completion Schedule Not Being Firm and Reliable 
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TABLE 3.3 (continued) 


n-WPtC 11/30/87 


Pol Icy Area 


POP Project 


JSSU 


No*. 


Hap 

Ho. 


Project Marne (Underlined) with 

Bam gflac i'" 1 ** 


Seope of 
.jwprqywnt . 


100X of qon?^ r^ ll^xpenditsy.^^. 


FT 92 


FY 92 


FY 93 


FY 94 | FY 95 FY 95* 


GAITHERSBURG WEST 


153324 


1332 693109 


22 . 

23. 

24. 

25. 


HQ . 29 R elocation and Widening 

a) 1-270 to Key West Avenue 

b) Key Meat Avenue to Jones Lane 

c) Quince Orchard Road (HD 124) 


Under Design 
Under Design 
Under Design 


mtklrw mil »a«d Extendtd 
Clopper Road (HD 117) to 
Frederick Avenue (HD 355) 


5 lane 
Arterial 


GERMANTOWN EAST 1293 863171 


26. 


HD 118 Reloc ated (Germantown Road) 
Phase II: 1-270 to HD 355 


♦4 Lanes 


1269 

663116 

27. 

Gemantow/HontaoM»ry Vitim* Corrector 

Under Study 

NC 

1 

■ 


■ 


1271 

873115 


Germantown Drive and Interchange 



■ 


■ 





28. 

a) Germantown Orive Interchange 

Interchange, 



■ 

1 





29. 

b) Germantown Drives Phase 1 

2 Lanes 










c) Germantown Drive: Phase II 

4 Lanes 




1 






d) Germantown Orive: Phase III 

6 Lanes 


H 

■ 

■ 

II 

X 

GERMANTOWN WEST 1330 

883108 

30. 

Uarina Station Road 

4 Lane 

X 



■ ■ 






Clopper Road (HD 117) to B & 0 RR 

Arterial 







1293 

863171 

31. 

MD 118 Relocated/Germantown Road 

Phase NT: Clopper Road to Riffleford Road 

4 Lanes 




B 



1271 

873115 


Germantown Drive and Interchange 










32. 

a) Germantown Drive Interchange 

Interchange 


. A 


NC 

X 




33. 

b) Germantown Drive: Phase I 

2 Lanes 


A 

X 







c) Germantown Drive: Phase II * 

4 Lanes 


A 



X 





d) Germantown Drive: Phase III 

6 Lanes 


A 




X 

13991 

763644 

34. 

Germantown Cotnnuter Rail Station 
Phase III Parking 

250 Spaces 




X 



(ENSINGTON/UHEATON 

152019 

35. 

US 29 Improvement Study 

Under Study 


■j ■ 

■ 

■ 

|H 

HSU 




1-495 to Howard County Line 

■ 

IjjB 

■ 


I 

1 1 

.. 

15REV3 

36. 

US 29 Widening 

Grade 

M 



NC 

| 

i 




Interchange at MD 193 (Four Corners) 

Separation 

1 

1 



■ 

■ 

” . 

154002 

37. 

jn^rcognty Copn^tpr 

Norbeck Road (MD 26) to Colurfeia Pike (US 29) 

Under Oestgn 

1 

tl| 

1 


1 

1 

13990 

773954 

38. 

filymppt MetroraiJLi,iny 

Station at 

■ 

i 



■ 

1 




Extension to Glenmont 

Glensont 

I 


■ 


1 : 

II 

1274 

813592 

39. 

QtpnftHpH Avjpwe 

Georgia Ave (MD 97) to Layhill Road (MD 182) 

♦1 Lana 


H 

1 


1 

fl 

1275 

793179 

40. 

Qlqfwont Yard Acc<w Rggd 

Layhill Road (MD 182) to Metrorail Yard 

2 Lane* 

■ 

■ 

■ 





X =* Counted in the Year Shown; A = Augmentation to the FY 92 Network 

NC = Not Counted Due to the Completion Schedule Not Being Firm and Reliable 
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TABLE 3.3 (continued) 


N-NCPfC 11/30/87 


Policy Ares 

PDF 

NO. 

Project 

Nap 

Ho. 

Project Name (Underl ined) with 
Phases and/or Limits 

Scope of 
Irorovement 

FY 92 

FY 92 
Augment* 

NORTH BE THE SO A 


151105 

41. 

1*270: East Sour 
Y Split to *1-495 

♦2 Lane9 
(Under Study) 


A 



151104 

42. 

I-.? 7 ?: West Spur 
Y Split to 1-495 

♦2 Lanes 
(Under Study) 


A 



153364 

43. 

Rockville Pike <MD 355) at 
Hontrose/Randolph Roads and B&O RR 

Grade Separation 




1261 

813594 

44. 

Eds on Lane 

Rockville Pike (MO 355) to Woodglen Drive 

Residential 

Primary 




1344 

813691 

45. 

1-270 Overpass 
Westlake to Fernwood Road 

2 Lanes 



5LNEV 

* ’ 

* * 

46. 

Olnev-Sandv Sorinq Road (NO 108) 
Olney Mill Road to Or Bird Road 

♦2 Lanes 

■ 



1284 

863117 

47, 

Intercountv Connector 

Shady Grove Road to Nor beck Road (W) 28) 

4 Lanes 

1 


POTOHAC 


15New1 

48. 

Falls Road (MO 189) 

River Road to Ritchie Parkway 

Project Planning 
Study 




1318 

863110 

49. 

Seven Locks Road 

Phase II: Dwight Drive to Bradley Boulevard 

Safety 

Widening 

■ 



1344 

813691 

50. 

1-270 Overpass 
Westlake- Fernwood 

2 Lanes 

1 

1 

lOCKVIllE 


6H 1 1 

51. 

HO 355/KD 28 Intersection Improvement 

♦2 Lanes 
on M0 355 


■ 



8811 

52. 

Chapman Avenue 

Halpine Road to Rockville Pike (MO 355) 

4 Lanes 

fl 

1 



BC11 

53. 

Fleet Street 

Richard Montgomery Drive to Ritchie Parkway 

4 Lanes 

B 

B 



8012 

54. 

Jefferson Parkway 

Ritchie Parkway to East Jefferson Street 

4 Lanes 

B 

1 



8F11 

55. 

Rockville Pike Corridor Grid Streets 


|H 




8E11 

56. 

Montrose-Jefferson Bypass 

Montrose Road to East Jefferson Street 

4 Lanes 


1 

SILVER SPRING/ 

1322 

873116 

57. 

Silver Spring Roadway Improvements 

Under Study 

■ 



100X of ( 


TAKOMA PARK 


(Specific improvements still to be selected) 


X = Counted in the Year Shown? A « Augmentation to the FY 92 Network 

NC » Not Counted Due to the Completion Schedule Not Being Firm and Reliable 
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Map 

Highway Improvements for the 
Revised Test At Subdivision 
FY 88 Staging Ceilings 
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40 










41 








Policy Area. 

POF 

NO. 

Project 

No. 

Map 

NOa_ 

Transit Project 
Limits 

Scope of 
Improvement 

100X of Const. 
Expenditures By 

BE THE SO A 

1399A 

843176 

1 . 

Bethesda Metro Underoass 

Wisconsin Avenue (MO 355) at East West 

Pedestrian 

Underpass 

88 

Highway (HO 410) 

F AIRLAND/ 
WHITE OAK 

1399C 

783384 

2. 

Comnwter Fringe Parking lots 
Seventh Day Adventist Lot 

100 Spaces 

88 


1399P 

8831S2 

3. 

Greencastle Lakes Park and Ride lot 
Greencastle Road near Columbia Pike (US 29) 

150 Spaces 

88 


I399Q 

883153 

4. 

Burtonsville Park and Ride Lot 
Columbia Pike (US 29) northeast of Sandy 
Spring Road (MO 198) 

501 Spaces 

88 

GAITHERSBURG 

EAST 

1399F- 

883190 

5. 

Shadv Grove Metro Parkinq 
Phase I : Garage at the* Shady Grove Metro 

Station 

850 Spaces 

89 


GERMANTOWN 

WEST 

13991. 

763644 

6. 

Germantown Comnuter Rail Station 
Phase I & II: Germantown Station 

138 Spaces 

88 


KENSINGTON/ 

WHEATON 

13990 

773954 

7. 

Glenmont Metrorail Line 
Extension to Wheaton 

Wheaton and 
Forest Glen 
Stations 

90 



1399N 

783131 

8. 

Wheaton Station Enhanced Parkinq 
At Wheaton Station 

900 Spaces 

90 



1399E 

873183 

9. 

Glenmont Park and Ride Lot 

Phase I: Georgia Avenue (M0 97) at 

Glenallan Avenue 

300 Spaces 

88 



1399K 

883138 

10. 

Ride-On Bus Acauisition 
Expanded Service for Metro Opening 

31 Buses 

89 


NORTH 

BETHES0A 

1365 

873190 

11. 

Metro Station Bicvcte Parkinq 
8 i cycle Parking Garages 

Garages at 
2 to 4 Stations 

91 


ROCKVILLE 

1399N 

783131 

12. 

Metrorail Add-On Facilities 
Rockville Station Parking 

135 Spaces 

88 


SILVER SPRING/ 
TAKONA PARK 

13990 

773954 

13. 

Glenmont Metrorail Line 

Extension from Silver Spring to Wheaton 

Wheaton and 
Forest Glen 
Stations 

90 



42 




Programmed Transit Improvements 
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SCHOOL PROJECTS IN THE BOARD OF EDUCATION'S REQUESTED 
FY 89 CAPITAL BUDGET AND THE FY 89 TO FY 94 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM 


School Additions 


School Name 

Opening 

Date 

Total 

Capacity 

High School 
Cluster 

Forest Knolls Elem. 

1990 

458 

Montgomery Blair 

East Silver Spring Elem. 

1990 

475 

Montgomery Blair 

Montgomery Knolls Elem. 

1989 

396 

Montgomery Blair 

Pine Crest Elem. 

1990 

413 

Montgomery Blair 

Albert Einstein High 

1989 

1590 

Einstein 

Highland Elem. 

1989 

737 

Einstein 

Woodlin Elem. 

1989 

568 

Einstein 

Col. E. Brooke Lee Intermediate 

1990 

1125 

John F. Kennedy 

John F. Kennedy High 

1991 

1510 

John F. Kennedy 

Paint Branch High 

1988 

1750 

Paint Branch 

Sherwood High 

1991 

1580 

Sherwood 

Olney Elem. 

1990 

640 

Sherwood 

*Springbrook High 

1993 

2200 

Springbrook 

Broad Acres Elem. 

1989 

497 

Springbrook 

Cresthaven Elem. 

1989 

663 

Springbrook 

Rock Creek Forest Elem. 

1989/91 

467 

Bethesda/Chevy Chase 

Rosemary Hills Primary 

1988 

591 

Be the s da/Chevy Chase 

Winston Churchill High 

1989 

1765 

Winston Churchill 

Seven Locks Elem. 

1991 

444 

Winston Churchill 

6 Classrooms Elem. 

1992 

150 

Winston Churchill 

Ashburton Elem. 

1992 

541 

. Walter Johnson 

Garrett Park Elem. 

1991 

463 

Walter Johnson 

Kensington, - Parkwood Elem. 

1991 

483 

Walter Johnson 

Luxmanor Elem. 

1988 

344 

Walter Johnson 

Beall Elem. 

1991 

696 

Richard Montgomery 

*Co liege Gardens Elem. 

1993 

638 

Richard Montgomery 

Meadow Hall Elem. 

1990 

469 

Rockville 

Bannockburn Elem. 

1988 

384 

Walt Whitman 

Burning Tree Elem. 

1991 

488 

Walt Whitman 

Carderock Springs Elem. 

1992 

394 

Walt Whitman 

John T. Baker Intermediate 

1992 

990 

Damascus 

9 Classrooms Elem. 

1991 

225 

Damascus 

^Damascus High 

1994 

1705 

Damascus 

Gaithersburg Jr. High 

1988 

1300 

Gaithersburg 

Laytonsville Elem. 

1989 

608 

Gaithersburg 

8 Classrooms Elem. 

1992 

200 

Gaithersburg 

South Lake Elem. 

1992 

724 

Watkins Mill 

Stedwick Elem. 

1990/92 

763 

Watkins Mill 

Whetstone Elem. 

1990 

738 

Watkins Mill 

Martin Luther King Jr. High 

1988 

1055 

Seneca Valley 

Thomas S . Wootton High 

1988 

1735 

Thomas S. Wootton 

Travilah Elem. 

1992 

640 

Thomas S. Wootton 


* Schools included in Board of Education's Requested FY 89 Capital Budget and FY 89 to 
94 Capital Improvements Program, but excluded in the AGP school analysis tables 
because construction schedule is outside 4 year AGP time frame. 


Source: Board of Education's Requested FY 89 Capital Budget and the FY 89 to 94 

Capital Improvements Program, November 25, 1987. 

Note : Included with the additions are modernizations which would increase 

school capacities. 


44 



SCHOOL PROJECTS IN THE BOARD OF EDUCATION'S REQUESTED 
FY 89 CAPITAL BUDGET AND THE FY 89 TO FY 94 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM 


New Schools 



Opening 

Total 

High School 


Date 




Rolling Terrace Elem. 

1988 

866 

Montgomery Blair 

New Hampshire Estates Elem. 

1988 

635 

Montgomery Blair 

Briggs Chaney Middle 

1990 

800 

Paint Branch 

Greencastle Elem. 

1988 

740 

Paint Branch 

Olney Area 89 Elem. 

1989 

640 

Sherwood 

**01ney Area 93 Elem. 

1993 

640 

Sherwood 

North Springbrook Elem. 

1991 

740 

Springbrook 

* Walt Whitman High 

1991 

1840 

Walt Whitman 

Moyer Road Elem. 

1988 

740 

Damascus 

Goshen Elem. 

1988 

740 

Gaithersburg 

Hadley Farms Elem. 

1990 

740 

Gaithersburg 

Strawberry Knolls Elem. 

1988 

718 

Gaithersburg 

Watkins Mill High 

1989 

1620 

Watkins Mill 

Clear Spring Elem. 

1989 

740 

Watkins Mill 

Redland Elem. 

1991 

640 

Zadok Magruder 

Germantown Area 91 Elem. 

1991 

740 

Seneca Valley 

**Germantown Area 93 Elem. 

1993 

740 

Seneca Valley 

Waters Landing Elem. 

1988 

740 

Seneca Valley 

Quince Orchard Area Elem. 

1990 

740 

Quince Orchard 

Quince Orchard High 

1988 

2055 

Quince Orchard 

Muddy Branch Elem. 

1988 

740 

Thomas S. Wootton 

Reopened Schools 

School Name 

Opening 

Date 

Total 

CaoacitY 

High School 
Cluster 


Cloverly Elem. 1989 450 Paint Branch 

* New school to replace existing facility in 1991. 

** Schools included in Board of Education' s Requested FY 89 Capital Budget and FY 89 t< 
94 Capital Improvements Program, but excluded in the AGP school analysis tables 
because construction schedule is outside 4 year AGP time frame. 

Source: Board of Education's Requested FY 89 Capital Budget and the FY 89 

to 94 Capital Improvements Program, November 25, 1987. 
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APPENDIX 2 : 


POLICY 

AREA 

STAGING 

CHARTS 

AND 

STATISTICAL 

PROFILES 




12/1 /87a 


Anticipated FY89 (5th Tr of FY 88-93 CIP) 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

| POLICY AREA (#3) 

1 

| ■isaiiiax.amt.isMiiiin.i 

| Bat heads C80<#7) 

| Bethesda/Chevy Chase(*7) 
(Bethesda 

1 A 

• i 

9 

i 

C 

* 0 

i 

E 

• 

1 

l * l 

l l 

| Pipeline of | 

| Approved | 

| Subdiviora | 

| (As of 10/8/87) | 

| (Base-1987) | 

1 1 

1 <«> 1 

1 1 

Ceiling Adopted | 

for Use in | 

FY 88 | 

(Based on | 

FY 88 AGP) | 

(Base* 1987) | 

(85) | 

i 

Remaining * 

Capacity * 

Under • 

FY 88 AGP * 

(As of 10/8/87) • 

(Base* 1987) • 

(B-A) • 

(86) * 

1 

Anticipated | 

FY 89 AGP | 

Ceiling | 

Based on | 

5th Year of | 

FY 88-93 CIP | 

i 

(#d i 

- i 

Anticipated * 

FY 89 AGP * 

Remaining * 

Capacity * 

Based on * 

5th Year of * 

FY 88-93 CIP * 

(D-A) * 

(#2) 

1 

| JOBS 

* 2 « 1 sssftsiua 

1 9,833 

I 1,341 

1 11,1^4 

1 1 

HU | JOBS HU | JOBS HU * 

S3S83SSaa3aSta8SI8t3aaS8a338aaaaSB3S3388B83333* 

850 1 | 

707 I | 

1,557 1 16,346 4,105 | 5,172 2,548* 

I I -e 

1 

JOBS HU | JOBS 

loaaaaaassaasaasaaasaBaaaaBaa 

9,246 1,865 | (587) 

11,100 4,240 | 9,759 

1 

i 

HU * 

=3532330* 

1,015 * 
3,533 * 

1 

|Cloverly(#8) 

1 92 

\ 

821 | 

591 

1 

(468) | 

509 

(1,289)* 

341 

(218)| 

259 

(1.039)* 

| Damascus (#9) 

| 246 * 

535 | 

854 

(129)| 

608 

(664)* 

854 

C 129) | 

608 

(664)* 

|Fairlarri/Whi te Oak (#10) 

| 10,006 

5,295 | 

5,286 

4,240 | 

(4,720) 

(1,055)* 

1,286 

.2,240 | 

(8,720) 

(3,055)* 

1 

(Gaithersburg East 

1 17,548 

7,564 | 

14,937 

9,545 | 

(2,611) 

1,981 * 

14,937 

9,545 | 

(2,611) 

1,981 * 

| Gaithersburg Uest 

| 20,590 

4,222 | 

21,307 

7,240 | 

717 

3,018 * 

23,307 

10,240 | 

2,717 

6,018 * 

(Germantown East 

1 5,167 

2,048 | 

3,996 

678 | 

(1,171) 

(1,370)* 

5,746 

.2,178 | 

579 

130 * 

| Germantown Uest 

1 7,935 

5,081 | 

6,965 

3,124 | 

(970) 

(1,957)* 

6,965 

3,624 | 

(970) 

(1,457)* 

1 

| Kens i ng ton/Wheat on( #8 ) 

1 2,554 

4,875 | 

11,184 

5,710 | 

8,630 

835 * 

7,184 

7,710 | 

4,630 

2,835 * 

(North Bethesda 

1 9,539 

2,593 | 

8,916 

2,421 | 

(623) 

(172)* 

8,916 

2,421 | 

(623) 

(172)* 

|0lney 

| 698 

2,922 | 

1,113 

3,313 | 

415 

391 * 

2,613 

5.313 | 

1 ,915 

2,391 * 

|Potomac(#1 1 ) 

| 428 

2,336 | 

3,295 

4,493 | 

2,867 

2,157 * 

3,295 

4,493 | 

2,867 

2,157 * 

1 

|Rockvi Ue(#12) 

| 14,000 

850 | 




• 

20,325 

2.753 | 

.6,325 

1,903 * 

(Silver Spring C8D(#13) 

I 4,085 

383 | 

14,835 

3,383 | 

10,750 

3,000 • 

14,835 

3,383 | 

10,750 

3,000 * 

(Silver Spring/Takoma Park(#13)| 880 

207 | 

1,380 

824 | 

500 

6T7 * 

1 ,380 

824 | 

500 

617 * 

| SS933SS9SSSS3S3SSSSCSSSS323SS8 | 3S33333333333S333S3 

H 

H 

II 

II 

It 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

N 

II 

II 

II 

It 

M 

II 

II 

II 

it 

n 

it 

it 

n 

it 

ii 

ii 

u 

ii 

n 

ii 

ii 

u 

H 

II 

II 

• 

II 

II 

II 

II 

H 

II 

II 

II 

11 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

;::sa;sa:: 

E2S3233S* 

( TOTAL CAPACITY 

i 

i 


i 


* 


i 



(FOR NEW SUBDIVISIONS 

| 104,932 

41,289 | 

126,330 

50,829 | 

31,493 

15,450 * 

132,330 

60,829 | 

40,322 

.25,580 * 









^The ceilings indicate the amount of jobs or housing units by which the road capacity 
in the anticipated FY 89-94 CIP or FY 88-93 CTP exceed the estimated level of develop- 
ment as of January .1, 1987. Negative numbers, shown in parentheses, indicate the 
amount by which the estimated level of development exceeds the anticipated FY 89 " 

ceiling. 

2 Capacity remaining after the pipeline is subtracted from the ceilings desired from 
road capacity in the anticipated FY 89-94 CIP or the FY 88-93 CTP shown in the previous 
column. 

Footnotes continued on next page 
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3 Group I Policy Areas are not assigned staging ceilings, in 
these areas, subdivision applications are subject to Transporta- 
tion Local Area Review, as well as to relevant zoning and water 
and sewer constraints. 

4 Total number of jobs or housing units in subdivisions approved 
up to October 8, 1987. This total includes buildings which were 
completed between January 1, 1987 and December 31, 1987. 

5 The ceilings indicate the amount of jobs and housing units by 
which the road capacity in the adopted FY 88-93 CIP or FY 87-92 
CTP exceed the estimated level of development as of January 1, 
1987. Negative numbers, shown in parentheses, indicate the 
amount by which the estimated level of development exceeds the 
anticipated FY 88 ceiling. 

^Capacity remaining after the pipeline is subtracted from the 
staging ceilings adopted in the FY 88 AGP and shown in the 
previous column. 

7 Staging Ceilings were not adopted for Bethesda CBD and 
Bethesda/ Chevy Chase as separate policy areas in the FY 88 AGP. 

8 Staging Ceilings were adjusted from those adopted in the FY 88 
AGP to better balance the projected build out of Jobs and Housing 
Units . 

9 Pipeline adopted in the FY 88 AGP have been revised to reflect 
the correction of an accounting error of existing development in 
the Damascus Policy Area. 

10 Staging Ceilings are estimated based upon roadway level of 
service standard as a Group III. All of the tests to confirm 
these values for the ceilings have not been completed as of 
December 1, 1987. 

11 Staging Ceilings are not used for this policy area. 

12 Staging Ceilings were not adopted for Rockville in the FY 88 
AGP. Final interpretation of which projects to rely upon from 
the Rockville CIP were still under discussion as of December I, 
1987. 

13 Since the FY 88 AGP was adopted, an amendment was made to 
separate Silver Spring into two policy areas. The Pipeline, 
Ceiling and Remaining Capacity reflect the numbers that were 
adopted on November 10, 1987, as part of the Silver Spring 
amendment to the FY 88 AGP. 
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12/1 /87a 


FT 89 Augmented “A 1 



A 

1 B 

I C 

• f 1 

G 

1 1 

•• 



* Proposed FY 89 | 

Proposed FY 89 



| Ceiling Adopted 

| Remaining 

• AGP Ceiling | 

AGP Remaining 

1 1 

Pipeline of 

| for Use in 

| Capacity 

* Based on | 

Capacity Based 

1 1 

Approved 

| FY 88 

| Under 

* 5th Year of | 

on 5th Year of 

1 1 

Subdivions 

| (Based on 

| FY 88 AGP 

• FY 88-93 | 

FY 88-93 

1 1 

(As of 10/8/87) 

| FY 88 AGP) 

| (As of 10/8/87) 

* CIP Plus | 

CIP Plus 

1 1 

(Base-1987) 

| (Base-1987) 

| (Base- 1987) 

• A undented "A" | 

Augmented U B" 

1 1 



| (B-A) 

* 1 

(F-A) 

1 1 

(#4) 

1 <«> 

| (#6) 

# (#1) | 

(#2) 


| POUCY AREA (#3) 

l 

i 


i 




i- 



i 

| JOSS 

HU | 

JOBS 

HU | 

JOBS 

HU # 

JOBS 

HU | 

JOSS 

HU « 

| snsuuiatasaianaaaaansaan j aaaaasaaasaasasaaaasisaaiaaaaaaaaaaaaaBiaaaaaasasaasaaaa^aaaaasaaanaasaasaaaaoaaaaaaaaaaaaasa* 

jBethesda CB0(#7) 

1 9,833 

850 | 




* 

9,246 

1,865 | 

(587) 

1,015 

| Be thesda/ Chevy Chase(#7) 

I 1,341 

707 | 




* 

11,100 

4,240 | 

9,759 

3,533 

jBethesda 

1 11.174 

1,557 | 

16,346 

4,105 | 

5,172 

2,548 * 


i 



l 

| Clover ly(#8) 

1 82 

821 | 

591 

(468) | 

509 

(1,289)* 

341 

1,782 | 

259 

961 

] Damascus (#9) 

| 246 * 

535 | 

854 

(129) | 

608 

(664)* 

854 

(129) | 

608 

(664) 

jFairland/Uhite 0ak(#10) 

| 10,006 

5,295 | 

5,286 

4,240 | 

(4,720) 

(1,055)* 

1,786 

2,740 | 

(8,220) 

(2,555) 

1 

| Gaithersburg East 

** 1 

I 17,548 

7,564 | 

14,937 

9,545 | 

(2,611) 

1,981 * 

14,937 

9.545 | 

(2,611) 

1,981 

(Gaithersburg West 

| 20,590 

4,222 | 

21,307 

7,240 | 

717 

3,018 * 

23,307 

10,240 | 

2,717 

6,018 

(Germantown East 

1 5,167 

2,048 | 

3,996 

678 | 

(1,171) 

(1,370)* 

6,744 

2,678 | 

1,579 

630 

| Germantown West 

1 7,935 

5,031 | 

6,965 

3,124 | 

(970) 

(1,957)*- 

7,465 

3,624 | 

(470) 

(1,457) 

I '**"*****“"""’ 

| Kens i ngton/Whea ton( #8) 

"* 1 

1 2,554 

4,875 | 

11,184 

5,710 | 

8,630 

835 * 

7,184 

7,710 | 

4,630 

2,835 

(North Bethesda 

1 9,539 

2,593 | 

8,916 

2,421 | 

(623) 

(172)* 

18,416 

6,921 | 

8,877 

4,328 

|0lney 

| 698 

2,922 | 

1,113 

3,313 | 

415 

391 * 

2,613 

5.313 | 

1,915 

2,391 

|Potomac(#11) 

| 428 

2,336 | 

3,295 

4,493 | 

2,867 

2,157 * 

3,295 

4.493 | 

2,867 

2,157 


|Roclcville(*12) 

i 

| 14,000 

\ 

850 | 


i 

i 


• 

20,325 

1 

2.753 | 

6,325 

1,903 * 

|Silver Spring CB0(*13) 

1 4,085 

383 | 

14,835 

3.383 | 

10,750 

3,000 * 

14,835 

3,383 | 

10,750 

3,000 * 

|Silver Spring/Takoma Park(#13)| 880 

207 | 

1,380 

624 | 

SOO 

617 * 

1,380 

824 | 

500 

617 * 


saaaaaaaa 

lasaaassasaasaasasa 


asaasaaa*: 

aaaaaaaa 

BSSSSSS3SS33 

it 

it 

u 

it 

ii 

ii 

ii 

ii 

aaaaaaaa* 

| TOTAL CAPACITY 

i 

1 


i 


* 


. 1 


* 

(FOR NEU SUBDIVISIONS 

[ 104,932 

41,289 | 

126,330 

50,829 | 

31,493 

15,450 * 

143,830 

68,111 | 

50,199 

31,369 * 


x The ceilings indicate the amount of jobs or housing units by which the road capacity 
in the augmented A FY 89-94 CIP or FY 88-93 CTP exceed the estimated level of develop- 
ment as of January 1, 1987. Negative numbers, shown in parentheses, indicate the 
amount by which the estimated level of development exceeds the augmented A FY 89 
ceiling. 

^Capacity remaining after the pipeline is subtracted from the ceilings derived from 
road capacity in the augmented A FY 89-94 CIP or the FY 88-93 CTP shown in the previous 
column. 

■*“ 13 These footnotes are the same as those shown on the Anticipated FY 89 Ceiling Table. 
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12/1 /87a 


FY 89 Augmented “B" 


I 


I 


Ceiling Adopted | 


Pipeline of 
Approved 
Subdivions 
(As of 10/8/87) 
(Base«1987) 

(#4) 


for Use in 
FY 88 
(Based on 
FY 88 AGP) 
(Base*1987) 

(#5) 


Remaining 
| Capacity 

| Under 

| FY 88 AGP 

| (As of 10/8/87) 
| (Base® 1987) 

| (B-A) 

| (# 6 ) 


Proposed FY 89 
AGP Ceiling 
Based on 
5th Year of 
FY 88-93 
CIP Plus 
Augssented "B" 

(# 1 ) 


Proposed FY 89 
AGP Remaining 
Capacity Based 
on 5th Tear of 
FY 88-93 
CIP Plus 
Augmented M B M 
(H-A) 

(# 2 ) 


| POLICY AREA<#3> 1* 

1 1 

JOBS 

1- 

HU | 

JOBS 

I" 

KU | 

JOBS 

HU * 

JOSS 

KU | 

JOBS 

HU * 

(3333333* 

(Bethesda CB0(#7) 1 9,833 850 | 


l 


• 

9,246 

1,865 | 

(587) 

1,015 * 

| Bet hesda/ Chevy Chase(#7) | 

1,341 

707 | 


l 


• 

11,100 

4,240 | 

9,759 

3,533 * 

(Bethesda 1 

11,174 

1.557 | 

16,346 

4.105 | 

5,172 

2,548 * 


1 



|Ctoverly(#8) I 

82 

821 | 

591 

(468) | 

509 

(1,289)* 

341 

1.782 | 

259 

961 * 

| Damascus (#9) I 

248* 

535 | 

854 

(129)| 

608 

(664)* 

854 

(129)| 

608 

(664)* 

|Fairland/Whit« 0ak<#10> I 

10,006 

5.295 | 

5,286 

*.2*0 | 

(4.720) 

(1,055)* 

1,786 

2,740 | 

(8,220) 

(2,555)* 

|Gai tharsburg East | 

17,548 

7.564 | 

14,937 

9.545 | 

(2,611) 

1,981 * 

14,937 

9.545 | 

(2,611) 

1,981 * 

(Gaithersburg West | 

20,590 

*.222 1 

21,307 

7.2*0 | 

717 

3,018 * 

23,307 

10,240 | 

2,717 

6,018 * 

| Germantown East I 

5,167 

2.048 | 

3,996 

678 | 

(1,171) 

(1,370)* 

10,746 

5.678 | 

5,579 

3,630 * 

(Germantown west | 

7,935 

5,081 | 

6,965 

3.124 I 

(970) 

(1,957)* 

8,965 

3.624 | 

1,030 

(1,457)* 

| Kenai ngton/Uheaton< #8) | 

2,554 

4,875 | 

11,184 

5.710 | 

8,630 

835 * 

7,184 

7.710 | 

4,630 

2,835 • 

(North Bethesda I 

9,539 

2.593 | 

8,916 

2.421 | 

(623) 

(172)* 

18,416 

6.921 | 

8,877 

4,328 • 

|Olney 1 

698 

2.922 | 

1,113 

3.313 | 

415 

391 * 

2,613 

5.313 | 

1,915 

2,391 * 

| Potomac ( #1 1 ) 1 

428 

2.336 | 

3,295 

4,493 | 

2,867 

2,157 * 

3,295 

4,493 | 

2,867 

2,157 * 

|Rockvi lte((M2) I 

14,000 

850 | 


1 


• 

20,325 

2.753 | 

6,325 

1,903 * 

|Silver Spring C80(*13) | 

4,085 

383 | 

14,835 

3,383 | 

10,750 

3,000 * 

14,835 

3.383 | 

10,750 

3,000 * 

|Silver Spring/Takoma Park(#13)| 

880 

207 | 

1,380 

824 | 

500 

617 * 

1,380 

824 | 

500 

617 * 

| * 333333333 = 3333333 = 333*3333333 j 

333333333 

333333333333333333333333303333 

33333333333333333 * 33333333333333333333333333=33 

===== 3 = 3 * 

1 TOTAL CAPACITY | 


1 


1 




I 



IFOR NEW SUBDIVISIONS 1 

104,932 

41,289 j 

126,330 

50,829 | 

31,493 

15,450 * 

149,330 

71,111 | 

55,229 

34,369 * 










^The ceilings indicate the amount of jobs or housing units by which the road capacity 
in the augmented B FY 89-94 CIP or FY 88-93 CTP exceed the estimated level of develop- 
ment as of January 1, 1987. Negative numbers, shown in parentheses, indicate the 
amount by which the estimated level of development exceeds the augmented B FY 89 
ceiling. 

2 Capacity remaining after the pipeline is subtracted from the ceilings derived from 
road capacity in the augmented B FY 89-94 CIP or the FY 88-93 CTP shown in the previous 
column. 

3 “ 13 These footnotes are the same as shown on the Anticipated FY 89 Ceiling Table. 
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Revised Test at Subdivision Ceilings for FY 88 


1 

1 

1 * 

I .......... 

. i 

B 

i 

C 

• 

* 

J 

i 

K 

********* 

* 

1 

1 

' .. 
I 

i 

Ceiling Adopted | 

Remaining * 

Ceiling | 

Remaining * 

1 

| Pipeline of | 

for Use* in | 

Capacity * 

for Use with | 

Capacity Under * 

1 

| Approved | 

FY 88 

i 

Under * 

Revised Test ( 

Revised Test * 

1 

| Sitodi vions ( 

(Based on | 

FY 88 AGP • 

at Subdivision | 

at Subdivision * 

1 

| (As of 10/8/87) I 

FY 88 AGP) | 

(As of 10/8/87) • 

Ceilings | 

Cei lings * 

1 

| (Base«1987) ( 

(Base* 1987) | 

(Base* 1987) * 

for FY 88 | 

for FY 88 * 

1 

i 

i 


i 

(B-A) • 


i 

(J-A) * 

1 

i <«> i 

(*5) 

i 

(#6) 

(#D | 

(#2) * 

1 oni ! rv iDCi/iTi 

i.. 










| r wk i w i 

1 



1 







i 

| JOBS 

HU | 

JOBS 

HU | 

JOBS 

HU * 

JOBS 

HU | 

. JOBS 

HU * 

| Bathes da CBD(#7) 

1 9.833 

850 | 


l 

* 


t 


* 

(Bethesda/Chevy Chase(#7) 

1 1.341 

707 | 


l 


• 


l 


• 

|Bethesda 

1 11.174 

1,557 | 

16,346 

4,105 | 

5,172 

2,548 * 

20,346 

6,105 | 

9,172 

4,548 * 

1 

(Clover ly<#8) 

1 

1 82 

821 | 

591 

(468) | 

509 

(1.289)* 

341 

(218) | 

259 

(1,039)* 

|Damascus(#9) 

| 246 

535 | 

854 

(129)| 

608 

(664)* 

854 

(129)| 

608 

C664 )* 

|Fairland/Uhite 0ak(#10) 

| 10,006' 

5,295 | 

5,286 

4,240 | 

(4,720) 

(1,055)* 

9,786 

3.240 | 

(220) 

(2,055)* 

! 

(Gaithersburg East 

1 17,548 

7,564 | 

14,937 

9,545 | 

(2,611) 

1,981 * 

25,937 

16,545 | 

8,389 

8,981 * 

| Gaithersburg west 

1 20,590 

4,222 | 

21,307 

7,240 | 

717 

3,018 * 

25,307 

14,240 | 

4,717 

10,018 * 

(Germantown East 

1 5,167 

2,048 | 

3,996 

678 | 

(1,171) 

(1,370)* 

7,246 

3,178 | 

2,079 

1,130 * 

(Germantown West 

1 7.935 

5,081 | 

6,965 

3,124 | 

(970) 

(1,957)* 

7,715 

4.124 | 

(220) 

(957)* 

1 

| Kens i ngt on/Whea ton( #8 ) 

1 2.554 

4,875 | 

11,184 

5,710 | 

8,630 

835 * 

7,184 

7,710 | 

4,630 

2,835 * 

(North Bethesda 

1 9,539 

2.593 f 

8,916 

2,421 | 

(623) 

(172)* 

12,666 

4,671 | 

3,127 

2,078 * 

(Olney 

| 698 

2,922 | 

1,113 

3,313 | 

415 

391 * 

3,113 

6,063 | 

2,415 

3,141 * 

|Potomac(#11 ) 

| 428 

2,336 | 

3,295 

4,493 | 

2,867 

2,157 * 

. . . . . . ..#. 

3,295 

4,493 | 

2,867 

2,157 * 

1 

(Rockvi lle(#12) 

| 14,000 

850 | 


1 


• 

15,325 

1,753 | 

1,325 

903 * 

(Silver Spring C80(B13) 

1 4,085 

383 | 

14,835 

3,383 | 

10,750 

3,000 * 

14,835 

3,383 | 

10,750 

3,000 * 

|Silver Spring/Takoma Perk(#13)| 380 

207 | 

1,380 

824 | 

500 

617 • 

1,380 

824 | 

500 

617 * 

j 3383SS33SS5SS333888S3SSS3SSS33 | 3333333333383833333 

(33333333333333333333:333333333833333*3333333333383333333333333338333333333* 

| TOTAL CAPACITY 

i 

i 


i 


* 


i 


* 

(FOR NEW SUBDIVISIONS 

| 104,932 

41,289 | 

126,330 50,829 | 

31,493 

15,450 * 

155,330 

76,329 | 

50,838 

39,408 * 









********** 




1 The ceilings indicate the amount of jobs or housing units by which the road capacity 
in the RTAS FY 88-93 CIP or FY 87-92 CTP exceed the estimated level of development as 
of January 1, 1987. Negative numbers, shown in parentheses, indicate the amount by 
which the estimated level of development exceeds the RTAS FY 88 ceiling. 

2 Capacity remaining after the pipeline is subtracted from the ceilings derived from 
road capacity in the RTAS FY 88-93 or the FY 87-92 CTP shown in the previous column. 

3 ” 13 These footnotes are the same as shown on the Anticipated FY 89 Ceiling Table. 
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Revised Test at Subdivision C*i lings for FY 89 


1 

1 * 

| 

. i 

B 

i 

c 

* 

L 

i 

N 

* 

1 

1 

1 

1 * 

i 

Ceiling Adopted | 

Remaining * 

Ceiling | 

Remaining * 

I 

| Pipeline of. | 

for Use 

in | 

Capacity * 

for Use with | 

Capacity Under * 

1 

| Approved | 

FY 88 

i 

Under 

* 

Revised Test | 

Revised Test * 

1 

| Subdivions | 

(Based on | 

FY 88 AGP * 

at Subdivision | 

at Subdivision * 

1 

| (As of 10/8/87) | 

FY 88 AGP) | 

(A* of 10/8/87) • 

Ceilings | 

Ceilings * 

1 

| (Base- 1987) | 

(Base-1987) | 

(B****1987) • 

for FY 89 | 

for FY 89 • 

1 

i 




(B-A) 

• 


i 

(L-A) 


1 

| POLICY AREA(ffS) 

| (#4) 


(#5) 


(86) 

• 

(#D 

i 

(#2) 


1 










1 

| JOBS 

HU | 

JOBS 

HU | 

JOBS HU 4 

JOBS 

HU | 

JOBS 

HU * 

| inutaiaantitnutmiitiai 

| Bethesda CB0(#7) 

1 9,833 

850 | 



a 

9,246 

1,865 | 

(587) 

1,015 * 

(Bethesda/Chevy Chase(#) 

I 1,341 

707 | 




* 

11,100 

4,240 | 

9,759 

3,533 * 

| Bethesda 

| 11,174 

1,557 | 

16,346 

4,105 | 

5,172 

2,548 * 


i 



| Clover ly<#8> 

1 82 

821 | 

591 

(468)| 

509 

(1,289)* 

341 

(218) | 

259 

(1,039)* 

| Damascus (#9) 

| 246 

‘535 | 

854 

(129)| 

608 

(664)* 

854 

(129)| 

608 

(664)* 

(Fair land/white Oak (#10 

| 10,006* 

5,295 | 

5,286 

4,240 | 

(4,720) 

(1,055)* 

9,786 

3,990 | 

(220) 

(1,305)* 

| Gaithersburg East 

I 17.548 

7,564 | 

14,937 

9,545 | 

(2,611) 

1,981 • 

25,937 

16,545 | 

8,389 

8,981 * 

| Gaithersburg Uest 

| 20,590 

4,222 | 

21,307 

7.240 | 

717 

3,018 • 

25,807 

15,240 | 

5,217 

11,018 * 

| German town East 

1 5.167 

2,048 | 

3,996 

678 | 

(1,171) 

(1,370)* 

10,496 

6,678 | 

5,329 

4,630 * 

| Germantown Uest 

1 7.935 

5,081 | 

6,965 

3,124 | 

(970) 

(1,957)* 

9,965 

M2* 1 

2,030 

(957)* 

| Kens i ngton/Whea t on< #8) 

I , 2,554 

4,875 | 

11,184 

5,710 | 

8,630 

835 * 

7,184 

7,710 | 

4,630 

2,835 * 

(North Bethesda 

I .9,539 

2,593 | 

8,916 

2,421 | 

(623) 

(172)* 

15,666 

5,921 | 

6,127 

3,328 * 

|Olney 

| 698 

2,922 | 

1,113 

3,313 | 

415 

391 * 

3,113 

6,063 | 

2,415 

3,141 * 

|Potomec(#11> 

| 428 

2,336 | 

3,295 

4,493 | 

2,867 

2,157 * 

3,295 

4,493 | 

2,867 

2,157 * 

|RodcviUe(#12) 

| 14,000 

850 | 




* 

20,325 

2.753 | 

6,325 

1,903 * 

jSilver Spring C80<#13) 

1 4,085 

383 | 

14,835 

3,383 | 

10,750 

3,000 * 

14,835 

3.383 | 

10,750 

3,000 * 

(Silver Spring/Takoma Prk(#13)| 880 

207 | 

1,380 

824 | 

500 

617 * 

1,380 

824 | 

500 

617 * 

| sssaaasssssaiaaasssatsHssaas j laaaassaaasaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaiaaaaaaaaaaaasasasasaaasssasas^aaascaaasaasaasaaassssasassaassaaaaaa* 

| TOTAL CAPACITY 

1 

i 


i 


• 


1 


• 

| FOR NEW SUBDIVISIONS 

| 104,932 

41,289 | 

126,330 

50,829 | 

31,493 

15,450 * 

169,330 

83,829 | 

64,618 

46,158 * 










^he ceilings indicate the amount of jobs or housing units by which the road capacity 
in the RTAS FY 89-94 CIP or FY 88-93 CTP exceed the estimated level of development as 
of January 1, 1987. Negative numbers, shown in parentheses, indicate the amount by 
which the estimated level of development exceeds the RTAS FY 89 ceiling. 

2 Capacity remaining after the pipeline is subtracted from the ceilings derived from 
road capacity in the RTAS FY 89-94 or the FY 88-93 CTP shown in the previous column. 

3 " 13 These footnotes are the same as shown on the Anticipated FY 89 Ceiling Table. 
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FY 88 Annual Growth Policy 
Remaining Staging Ceiling Capacity 
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FY 89 Anticipated Annual Growth Policy 
Remaining Staging Ceiling Capacity 
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FY 88 Revised Test AT Subdivision 
Remaining Staging Ceiling Capacity 
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———— Policy Areas in which the 
yy/y/A Remaining Capacity for 
Jobs is Zero 


Policy Areas in which the 
Remaining Capacity for 
Housing Units is Zero 


FY 89 Revised Test AT Subdivision 
Remaining Staging Ceiling Capacity 
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Staging Charts And Statistical Profiles 

The following section has been included in the AGP to define terms frequently used in discussions of the ad- 
ministration of the APFO and to explain how to read the information on the staging charts found on the policy 
area fact sheets. Also included in the fact sheet are statistical profiles, representing a variety of demographic 
information on Montgomery County at the policy area level. 

Explanation Of Staging Charts 


MM Existing and Forecasted Housing: The number of built houses in the policy area. 

Existing development is counted through January 1 , 1987. Existing development is shown on the graphs by 
a hollow square and noted on the vertical axis at 3,072 housing units. 

The market projection lines show three development forecasts through the year 2005. The assumptions be- 
hind these High, Intermediate and Low projections are found in Montgomery County Planning Department’s 
staff report entitled 'Trends and Forecasts". 


A Pipeline: The number of subdivision approvals still to be built in the policy area. 

The pipeline equals the difference between the existing base and the total number of built and approved hous- 
ing units. The pipeline includes subdivision approvals through October 8, 1987. It also includes any houses 
completed since January 1, 1987. The actual number is listed on the policy area fact sheet as item A. The 
number of approved subdivisions located at 5, 1 20 units on the Germantown East chart, is the sum of the ex- 
isting base (3,072) plus what has been reported in the pipeline (2,048). By drawing a horizontal to the right of 
the pipeline to intersect the projection lines, we can estimate when the pipeline would be built out. In Ger- 
mantown East, for example, the graph shows that the housing pipeline would be built out in 1993, assuming 
the high projection, 1995 assuming the intermediate projection and 1997 assuming the low projection. 


D FY88 Ceiling: The number of housing units which can be accommodated by the transportation 
capacity provided in the adopted FY88-93 CIP. 

The FY88 ceiling is based on those transportation projects in the adopted FY88-93 CIP and State CTP for 
which 100% of the construction expenditures are allocated within the first four years of the CIP or CTP. In 
Germantown East, the graph shows that the FY88 Adopted Ceiling provides enough transportation capacity 
for approximately 3,750 housing units. This reflects an additional 678 units above the existing base which can 
be accommodated in the Germantown East policy area (see Appendix 1 for the CIP by policy area). 

C FY88 Ceiling (Net Remaining): The difference between the FY88 ceiling and the pipeline. 

This number reveals whether or not the FY88-93 CIP and the State FY87-92 CTP provide enough transporta- 
tion capacity to support additional development beyond the pipeline. For the Germantown East Policy Area, 
the FY88 ceiling falls below the housing pipeline by 1 ,370 housing units. Therefore additional development 
could not be supported by the transportation projects available. 


n FY89 Anticipated Ceiling: The number of housing units which can be accommodated by transporta- 
tion capacity which is anticipated to be available in the fifth year of the FY88-93 CIP. 

This number is based on transportation projects in the adopted FY88-93 CIP and State FY87-92 CTP for which 
100% construction expenditures are programmed within the first five years of the CIP or CTP. In Germantown 
East, the graph shows that the FY89 anticipated ceiling could accommodate 2,178 housing units above the 
existing base. 
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SAMPLE CHART 


GERMANTOWN EAST 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS HOUSING 


Pipallno (10/8/87) 

5,167 


2,048 


FY 88 Ceiling 

3,996 


678 


Net Remaining 
FY 89 Anticipated Ceiling 

5,746 

(1,171) 

2,178 

(1,370) 

Net Remaining 
FY 88 RTAS Ceiling 

7,246 

579 

3,178 

130 

Net Remaining 
FY 89 RTAS Ceiling 

10,498 

2,079 

6,678 

1,130 

Net Remaining 
Augmented “A" Ceiling 

6,746 

5.329 

2,678 

4,630 

Net Remaining 
Augmented "B“ Ceiling 

10,746 

1,579 

5,678 

630 

Net Remaining 


5,579 


3,630 



HOUSNG 



STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 



Number 

General Plan 
Rank Holding Capacity 

Population 

9,800 

12 

Jobs 

2,754 

11 33,000 

Housing Units 

3,072 

12 9,000 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

.90 

7 

Percent Who Work in 

79% 

1 

Montgomery County 

1983 Median 

$35,280 

9 

Household Income 

1986 Median Sales Price of New Housing Units 


Price 

Rank 

Single-Family Detached 

$130,590 

9 

Single-Family Attached 

$80,000 

11 


Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1979-1984 

Number 


Mover Households (includes 73% 

movers to and within area) 

Averag e Number of School-Age 
Children hy Structure Typel 

Mover Households 

Single-Family .40 

Multi-Family .11 

Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family .60 

Mum-Family N/A 


Rank 

1 


12 

8 


7 

N/A 


Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 

Number Rank 
230 9 


Average Annual Job Capacity 
Added by New Buildings 

Housing Units Per Year 


360 
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p FY89 Anticipated Ceilingf net remaining): The difference between the FY89 anticipated ceiling and 
c the pipeline. 

Forthe Germantown East Policy Area, the FY89 anticipated ceiling can accommodate an additional 130 hous- 
ing units above the pipeline. 


p FY88 RTAS Ceiling: The number of housing units which can be accommodated by transportation 
' capacity made available in 1988 by the Revised Test at Subdivision (RTAS). 

This number is based on a revised computation of staging ceilings in policy areas where the Planning 
Department’s intermediate forecasts indicate that the pipeline will not be built out until after the sixth year of 
the Adopted FY88-93 CIP and State FY87-92 CTP. The RTAS allows the ceiling to be calculated based on 
transportation projects that would have 1 00% of the construction expenditures within the first seven years of 
the adopted CIP or CTP. In Germantown East, the FY88 RTAS Ceiling will provide 3,178 additional housing 
units above the existing base. 

G FY88 RTAS Ceiling (Net Remaining): The difference between FY88 RTAS and the pipeline. 

Using the FY88 RTAS ceiling, Germantown East would have capacity to accommodate an additional 1,130 
housing units above the pipeline. 


U FY89 RTAS Ceiling: The number of housing units which can be accommodated by the transportation 
capacity made available in 1989 by the Revised Test at Subdivision. 

Under similar guidelines as stated for the FY88 RTAS, except that the pipeline will not be built out until after 
FY94, the RTAS allows the ceiling to be calculated based on transportation projects that would have 100% of 
the construction expenditures within the first seven years of the adopted CIP or CTP. The FY89 RTAS capacity 
estimates transportation capacity above the existing base for Germantown East of 5,178 housing units. 

i FY89 RTAS Ceiling (Net Remaining): The difference between the FY89 RTAS Ceiling and the pipeline. 


Using the FY89 Anticipated Ceiling, Germantown East could accommodate an additional 3, 1 30 housing units 
above the pipeline. 


« Augmented A Ceiling: The number of housing units which could be accommodated by transporta- 
u tion capacity made available through the acceleration of several transportation projects. 

Augmented A represents a ceiling which would be made available if a list of projects prepared by the 
Montgomery County Executive and Department of Transportation (DOT) are moved ahead quicker then 
originally anticipated. In the case of Germantown East, the Augmented A Ceiling would accommodate an ad- 
ditional 2,678 housing units above the existing base. 


Augmented B Ceiling: The number of housing units which could be accommodated by transporta- 
tion capacity made available through the acceleration of a more extensive transportation project list. 


Augmented B represents a more extensive list of projects prepared by the Montgomery County Executive 
and DOT. This scenario would accommodate an additional 5,678 housing units above the existing base. 
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Tha following list describes the information presented in the statistical profile and identifies 
from where and how these numbers were estimated. 

1987 Estimates 
L Population: 

The population estimate is taken from the Montgomery County Planning Department's Demographic model 
which divides the County into planning areas. Where the planning area boundary differs from that of the policy 
area boundary, population is estimated by multiplying the number of households in the policy area by the 
planning area average household size. Population numbers identified by an asterisk have been estimated by 
this method. 

M Jobs: 

The 1987 estimate labeled "jobs" is the number of jobs which can be accommodated in the area’s employ- 
ment related buildings, using standard factors of square feet per employee. It excludes construction workers 
and seif employment but includes the employment capacity of buildings even if they are vacant. New com- 
mercial buildings are assessed when they are shown on the completion list which is provided by the Maryland 
State Department of Assessment and Taxation. 


^ Housing Units: 

The 1 987 completed housing units count is estimated by using the "1 980 U.S. Census of Population and Hous- 
ing" as the base and is updated quarterly using residential completions data from the Tax Assessment File. 


© Job Housing Ratio: 

Employment capacity of buildings divided by the number of housing units. 


P 


Percent who work in county: 


Data obtained from the 1984 Census Update Survey. 


© 1983 Median Household Income: 

Data obtained from the 1984 Census Update Survey. 


jgj 

n General Plan Holding Capacity For Housing: 

This number was estimated by applying average expected development yield factors from actual subdivision 
experience. An estimate of MPDUs for projects generating 50 or more dwelling units is included. This es- 
timate assumes redevelopment of all parcels in which land value exceeds improvement value. 


S General Plan Holding Capacity For Jobs: 

The holding capacity for jobs is estimated by multiplying the areas of commercially and industrially zoned 
land by projected development densities. This estimate assumes redevelopment of all land which is current- 
ly developed at less than projected densities. Major governmental facilities are also factored in. 


61 



1986 Median Sales Price of New Housing Units 


T 1986 Single Family Detached New Housing Sales Prices: 

The 1986 median price of new single-family detached homes is estimated by using the MCPD’s Sales T rans- 
actions Automated Report system (STAR). STAR is based on the Maryland State Department of Assessment 
and Taxation quarterly records. This data includes all sales transactions of residential property in the Coun- 
ty. N/A indicates that there were less than 20 transactions. 

U 1986 Single Family Attached New Housing Sales Prices: 

Same method as above. 

V Characteristics Of Households Which Moved Between 1979-1984: 

The data summarized under the heading " Characteristics of Households Which Moved Between 1979 - 1984" 
is taken from the 1 984 Census U pdate Survey. This includes the number of mover households and the average 
number of schooi-age children per household by structure type. Where no number is given for the average 
number of school-age children by structure type, an insufficient number of responses was collected to provide 
a reliable estimate. 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 


w Average Annual Job Capacity Added by New Buildings: 

The average annual jobs added by new buildings is estimated by averaging the total number of jobs added 
by new buildings over the previous five years (1982-1986). Data is from the Maryland State Department of 
Assessment and Taxation. 


A Average Annual Housing Units: 

The average annual housing unit growth rate is estimated by averaging the total number of housing units built 
over the previous 5 years (1982-1986). Data is from the Maryland State Department of Assessment & Taxa- 
tion quarterly records. 

Note: Separate statistical profiles are not included for the CBD areas because the data cannot be easily 
separated from the larger policy areas of Silver Spring/Takoma Park and Bethesda/Chevy Chase. 
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BETHESDA CBD 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 



JOBS 

HOUSING 

Pipeline (10/8/87) 

9 t 833 


850 


FY 89 Anticipated Ceiling 

9,246 


1,865 


Net Remaining 
FY 89 RTAS Ceiling 

9,246 

(587) 

1,865 

1,015 

Net Remaining 
Augmented ”A" Ceiling 

9,246 

(587) 

1,865 

1,015 

Net Remaining 
Augmented "B" Ceiling 

9,246 

(587) 

1,865 

1,015 

Net Remaining 


(587) 


1,015 



JOBS HOUSING 




Separate statistical profiles are not included for the CBD area because 
the data cannot be easily separated from the larger Bethesda/Chevy 
Chase Policy Area. Data from the 1987 Census Update may enable us to 
do this in the future. 
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JOBS 


BETHESDA/CHEVY CHASE 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS HOUSING 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

1,341 


707 


FY 89 Anticipated Ceiling 

11.100 


4,240 


Net Remaining 
FY 89 RTAS Ceiling 

11.100 

9,759 

4,240 

3,533 

Net Remaining 
Augmented "A" Ceiling 

11,100 

9,759 

4,240 

3,533 

Net Remaining 
Augmented "B" Ceiling 

11,100 

9,759 

4,240 

3,533 

Net Remaining 


9,759 


3,533 



JOBS 


HOUSING 




STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 



Number 

Rank 

General Plan 
Holding Capacity 

Population 

80,900 

2 


Jobs 

72,174 

1 

99,000 

Housing Units 

33,895 

2 

38,000 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

2.13 

2 


Percent Who Work in 
Montgomery County 

45% 

12 


1983 Median 
Household Income 

$50,590 

2 


1986 Median Sales Price of 

New Housing Units 


Price 

Rank 


Single-Family Detached 

$346,000 

2 


Single-Family Attached 

N/A 

N/A 



Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1979-1984 

Number Rank 

Mover Households (includes 37% 9 

movers to and within area) 

Average Nu mber of School-Age 
Children by Structure Ty pe: 


Mover Households 



Single-Family 

Multi-Family 

.52 

.06 

9 

10 

Non-Mover Households 



Single-Family 

Multi-Family 

.41 

.02 

12 

8 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth 

Trends 


Number 

Rank 

Average Annual Job Capacity 

2,400 

3 

Added by New Buildings 
Housing Units Per Year 

150 

12 
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JOBS 


CLOVERLY 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS HOUSING 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

82 


821 

FY 88 Ceiling 

591 


(468) 

Net Remaining 


509 

(1.289) 

FY 89 Anticipated Ceiling 

341 


(218) 

Net Remaining 


259 

(1.039) 

FY 88 RTAS Celling 

341 


(218) 

Net Remaining 


259 

(1.039) 

FY 89 RTAS Ceiling 

341 


(218) 

Net Remaining 


259 

(1.039) 

Augmented "A a Ceiling 

341 


1,782 

Net Remaining 


259 

961 

Augmented ”B" Ceiling 

341 


1,782 

Net Remaining 


259 

961 


JOBS 



HOUSING 




STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 



Number 

Bank 

General Plan 
Holding Capacity 

Population 

14,400* 

11 


Jobs 

659 

13 

1,000 

Housing Units 

4,468 

11 

8,000 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

.15 

13 


Percent Who Work in 
Montgomery County 

61% 

8 


1983 Median 
Household Income 

$50,060 

3 



1986 Median Sales Price of New Housing Units 

Price Rank 

Single-Family Detached $184,500 3 

Single-Family Attached $1 64,634 3 


Characteristics of Households Which 


Moved Between 1979-1984 



Number 

Rank 

Mover Households (includes 
movers to and within area) 
Average Number of SchopPAae 
Children bv Structure! Type: 

27% 

13 

Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Mufti-Family 

.48 

N/A 

10 

N/A 

Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Mufti-Family 

.82 

N/A 

3 

N/A 

Previous Five Year Annual 

Growth 

Trends 


Numbfii 

Rank 

Average Annual Job Capacity 
Added by New Buildings 

20 

12 

Housing Units Per Year 

270 

9 


a 
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DAMASCUS 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS HOUSING 


246 535 

854 (129) 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

FY 88 Celling 
Net Remaining 
FY 89 Anticipated Ceiling 
Net Remaining 
FY 88 RTAS Ceiling 
Net Remaining 
FY 89 RTAS Ceiling 
Net Remaining 
Augmented "A" Ceiling 
Net Remaining 
Augmented "B" Ceiling 
Net Remaining 


JOBS 



608 


(664) 

854 


(129) 



608 


(664) 

854 


(129) 



608 


(664) 

854 


(129) 



608 


(664) 

854 


(129) 



608 


(664) 

854 


(129) 



608 


(664) 



HOUSING 




STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 



Number 

Bank 

General Plan 
Holding Capacity 

Population 

7,000* 

13 


Jobs 

1,146 

12 

5,000 

Housing Units 

2,129 

13 

4,000 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

.54 

12 


Percent Who Work in 
Montgomery County 

79% 

1 


1983 Median 
Household Income 

$42,610 

5 



1986 Median Sales Price of New Housing Units 

Price Rank 

Single-Family Detached $119,180 12 

Single-Family Attached $70,500 12 


Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1979-1984 



Number 

Bank 

Mover Households (includes 

37% 

9 

movers to and within area) 



Average Number of School-Age 
Children by Structure Type: 



Mover Households 



Single-Family 

Multi-Family 

.62 

N/A 

8 

N/A 

Non-Mover Households 



Single-Family 

.84 

2 

Multi-Family 

N/A 

N/A 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 


Number 

Rank 

Average Annual Job Capacity 

10 

13 

Added by New Buildings 
Housing Units Per Year 

160 

11 
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FAIRLAND/WHITE OAK 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 



JOBS 

HOUSING 

Pipeline (10/8/87) 

10,006 


5,295 

FY 88 Ceiling 

5,286 


4,240 

Net Remaining 


(4,720) 

(1,055) 

FY 89 Anticipated Ceiling 

1,286 


2,240 

Net Remaining 


(8,720) 

(3,055) 

FY 88 RTAS Ceiling 

9,786 


3,240 

Net Remaining 


(220) 

(2.055) 

FY 89 RTAS Ceiling 

9.786 


3,990 

Net Remaining 


(220) 

(1,305) 

Augmented "A“ Ceiling 

1,786 


2,740 

Net Remaining 


(8,220) 

(2,555) 

Augmented "B" Ceiling 

1,786 


2,740 

Net Remaining 


(8,220) 

(2,555) 



JOBS 


HOUSING 



I960 198 1990 UOB 9000 2000 

PIPELINE BUILDS DUT AFTER THE YEAR 2000 



STATISTICAL PROFILE 


Population 

Jobs 

Housing Units 
Jobs/Housing Ratio 

Percent Who Work in 
Montgomery County 

1983 Median 
Household Income 


1987 Estimates 


General Plan 
Holding Capacity 

63.000 

36.000 


Number 

Rank 

49,800 

5 

21,714 

6 

20,760 

5 

1.04 

6 

46% 

11 

$40,380 

7 


1986 Median Sales Price of New Housing Units 

Price Rank 

Single-Family Detached $157,780 8 

Single-Family Attached $95,720 6 


Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1979-1984 

Number Rank 


Mover Households (includes 
movers to and within area) 






Ms 

2s: 


Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Multi-Family 

Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Multi-Family 


48% 6 


.80 2 

.16 6 

.48 10 

.22 3 


Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 


Number Rank 


Average Annual Job Capacity 1 ,900 4 

Added by New Buildings 

Housing Units Per Year 1 ,320 1 
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JOBS 


GAITHERSBURG EAST 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS HOUSING 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

17,548 


7,564 


FY 88 Ceiling 

14,937 


9,545 


Net Remaining 
FY 89 Anticipated Ceiling 

14,937 

(2,611) 

9,545 

1,981 

Net Remaining 
FY 88 RTAS Ceiling 

25,937 

(2,611) 

16,545 

1,981 

Net Remaining 
FY 89 RTAS Ceiling 

25,937 

8,389 

16,545 

8,981 

Net Remaining 
Augmented "A" Ceiling 

14,937 

8,389 

9,545 

8,981 

Net Remaining 
Augmented "B B Ceiling 

14,937 

(2,611) 

9,545 

1,981 

Net Remaining 


(2,611) 


1,981 



JOBS 


HOUSING 




STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 


Number 


General Plan 

Bank Holding-Capacity 


Population 

68,000* 

3 


Jobs 

35,063 

4 

149,000 

Housing Units 

25,455 

4 

41,000 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

1.38 

3 


Percent Who Work in 

77% 

4 


Montgomery County 

1983 Median 

$32,720 

11 


Household Income 

1986 Median Sales Price of 

Price 

New Housing Units 

Rank 

Single-Family Detached 

$124,865 

10 


Single-Family Attached 

$85,330 

9 



Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1979-1984 

Number 

Mover Households (includes 
movers to and within area) 

Average Number of School-Age 
Children by Structum Type: 

Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Multi -Family 

Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Mufti-Family 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 

Number Rank 

Average Annual Job Capacity 3,130 1 

Added by New Buildings 

Housing Units Per Year 1,300 2 


65% 


.67 

.22 

.67 

.25 


Rank 

3 
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GAITHERSBURG WEST 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 



JOBS 

HOUSING 

Pipeline (10/8/87) 

20,590 


4,222 


FY 88 Calling 

21,307 


7,240 


Nat Ramaining 


717 


3,018 

FY 89 Anticipated Ceiling 

23,307 


10,240 


Net Remaining 


2,717 


6,018 

FY 88 RTAS Ceiling 

25,307 


14,240 


Net Remaining 


4,717 


10,018 

FY 89 RTAS Ceiling 

25,807 


15,240 


Net Remaining 


5,217 


11,018 

Augmented "A" Ceiling 

23,307 


10,240 


Net Remaining 


2,717 


6,018 

Augmented “B° Ceiling 

23,307 


10,240 


Net Remaining 


2,717 


6,018 


JOBS 



HOUSING 



PIPELINE BUILDS OUT AFTER THE YEAR 2000 



STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 



Number 

Rank 

General Plan 
Holding Capacity 

Population 

30,100* 

8 


Jobs 

15,193 

7 

132,000 

Housing Units 

11,260 

8 

29,000 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

1.35 

4 


Percent Who Work in 
Montgomery County 

77% 

4 


1983 Median 
Household Income 

$32,720 

11 


1986 Median Sales Price of 

New Housing Units 


Price 

Rank 


Single-Family Detached 

$168,390 

5 


Single-Family Attached 

$84,990 

9 



Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1979-1984 


Mover Households (includes 
movers to and within area) 

Number 

65% 

Rank 

3 

Children by Structure Tvoai 
Mover Households 

Single-Family 

Multi-Family 

.67 

.22 

5 

3 

Non-Mover Households 

Single-Family 

Multi-Family 

.67 

5 

.25 

1 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth 

Trends 


Number 

Rank 

Average Annual Job Capacity 

1,190 

6 

Added by New Buildings 

Housing Units Per Year 

720 

5 
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GERMANTOWN EAST 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS HOUSING 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

5,757 


2,048 


FY 88 Ceiling 

3,996 


678 


Net Remaining 
FY 89 Anticipated Ceiling 

5,746 

(1.171) 

2,178 

(1,370) 

Net Remaining - 
FY 88 RTAS Ceiling 

7,246 

579 

3.178 

130 

Net Remaining 
FY 89 RTAS Ceiling 

10,496 

2,079 

6,678 

1,130 

Net Remaining 
Augmented "A 1 Ceiling 

6,746 

5,329 

2,678 

4,630 

Net Remaining 
Augmented *B* Ceiling 

10,746 

1,579 

5,678 

630 

Net Remaining 


5,579 


3,630 



JOBS 


HOUSING 




STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 


Characteristics of Households Which 




General Plan 

Moved Between 

1979-1984 



Number 

Rank 

Holding Capacity 


Number 

Rank 

Population 

9,800 

12 


Mover Households (includes 

73% 

1 

Jobs 

2,754 

11 

33,000 

movers to and within area) 



Housing Units 

3,072 

12 

9,000 

Average Number of School-Age. 

Children by Structure Type: 



Jobs/Housing Ratio 

,90 

7 


Mover Households 


12 

8 

Percent Who Work in 
Montgomery County 

79% 

1 


Single-Family 

Multi-Family 

.40 

.11 

1983 Median 
Household Income 

$35,280 

9 


Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Multi-Family 

.60 

N/A 

7 

N/A 

1986 Median Sales Price of New Housina Units 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 


Price 

$130,590 




Number 

Rank 

Single-Family Detached 

Bank 

• 9 

. 

Average Annual Job Capacity 
Added by New Buildings 

230 

9 

Single-Family Attached 

$80,000 

11 


Housing Units Per Year 

360 

7 
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GERMANTOWN WEST 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS HOUSING 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

7 t 935 


5,081 

FY 88 Ceiling 

6,965 


3,124 

Net Remaining 


(970) 

(1,957) 

FY 89 Anticipated Ceiling 

6,965 


3,624 

Net Remaining 


(970) 

(1,457) 

FY 88 RTAS Ceiling 

7,715 


4,124 

Net Remaining 


(220) 

(957) 

FY 89 RTAS Ceiling 

9,965 


4,124 

Net Remaining 


2,030 

(957) 

Augmented "A" Ceiling 

7,465 


3,624 

Net Remaining 


(470) 

(1.457) 

Augmented "B" Ceiling 

8,965 


3,624 

Net Remaining 


1,030 

(1,457) 


JOBS 



HOUSING 




STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 



Numbfic 

Rank 

General Plan 
Holding Capacity 

Population 

25,100 

9 


Jobs 

5,035 

9 

55,000 

Housing Units 

7,876 

9 

22.000 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

.64 

10 


Percent Who Work in 
Montgomery County 

79% 

1 


1983 Median 
Household Income 

$35,280 

9 



1986 Median Sales Price of New Housing Units 

Prjce Rank 

Single-Family Detached $122,390 11 

Single-Family Attached $87,500 7 


Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1979-1984 


Number Rank 


Mover Households (includes 
movers to and within area) 

73% 

1 

Av^eAumteu£Sctiqp}-AQa 
Children by Structure Type: 



Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Multi-Family 

.40 

.11 

12 

8 

Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Mufti-Family 

.60 

N/A 

7 

N/A 

Previous Five Year Annual 

Growth 

Trends 


Number 

Rank 

Average Annual Job Capacity 
Added by New Buildings 

380 

8 

Housing Units Per Year 

1,050 

3 
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JOBS 


KENSINGTON/WHEATON 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS HOUSING 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

2,554 


4,875 


FY 88 Ceiling 

11,184 


5,710 


Net Remaining 
FY 89 Anticipated Ceiling 

7,184 

8,630 

7,710 

835 

Net Remaining 
FY 88 RTAS Ceiling 

7,184 

4,630 

7,710 

2,835 

Net Remaining 
FY 89 RTAS Ceiling 

7,184 

4,630 

7,710 

2,835 

Net Remaining 
Augmented "A" Ceiling 

7,184 

4,630 

7,710 

2,835 

Net Remaining 
Augmented "B" Ceiling 

7,184 

4,630 

7,710 

2,835 

Net Remaining 


4,630 


2,835 


JOBS 



HOUSING 




STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 


Characteristics of Households Which 




General Plan 

Moved Between 1979-1984 



Number 

Rank 

Holding Capacity 


Number 

Rank 

Population 

138,300* 

1 


Mover Households (includes 

36% 

11 

Jobs 

32,316 

5 

70,000 

movers to and within area) 



Housing Units 

51,790 

1 

64,000 

Altarage. Number of School-Age 
Children by Structure Type! 



Jobs/Housing Ratio 

.62 

11 


Mover Households 



Percent Who Work in 
Montgomery County 

59% 

9 


Single-Family 

Multi-Family 

.65 

.23 

7 

2 

1983 Median 
Household Income 

$36,860 

8 


Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Multi-Family 

.48 

.20 

10 

4 

1986 Median Sales Price of 

New Housing Units 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 


Price 

Rank 



Number 

Rank 

Single-Family Detached 

$167,500 

6 


Average Annual Job Capacity 
Added by New Buildings 

440 

7 

Single-Family Attached 

$118,690 

5 


Housing Units Per Year 

820 

4 
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sfior 


NORTH BETHESDA 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS HOUSING 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

9,539 


2,593 


FY 88 Ceiling 

8,916 


2,421 


Net Remaining 
FY 89 Anticipated Ceiling 

8,916 

(623) 

2,421 

(172) 

Net Remaining 
FY 88 RTAS Ceiling 

12,666 

(623) 

4,671 

(172) 

Net Remaining 
FY 89 RTAS Ceiling 

15,666 

3,127 

5,921 

2,078 

Net Remaining 
Augmented "A" Ceiling 

18,416 

6,127 

6,921 

3,328 

Net Remaining 
Augmented "B" Ceiling 

18,416 

8,877 

6,921 

4,328 

Net Remaining 


8,877 


4,328 



JOBS 


HOUSING 




STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 


General Plan 

Number Rank Holding Capacity 


Population 

35,300 

7 

Jobs 

58,084 

2 95,000 

Housing Units 

- 12,079 

7 21,000 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

4.8 

1 

Percent Who Work in 

62% 

7 

Montgomery County 

1983 Median 

$41,260 

6 

Household Income 

1986 Median Sales 

Price of New Housing Units 

Price Rank 

Single-Family [Detached 

N/A 

N/A 

Single-Family Attached 

$173,870 

2 


Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1979-1984 

Number Rank 


Mover Households (includes 
movers to and within area) 

47% 

7 

Average Number of SchqpbAae 
Children bvStnjcture Type: 



Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Mufti-Family 

.79 

.13 

3 

7 

Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Multi-Family 

.59 

.14 

9 

6 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 


Number 

Rank 

Average Annual Job Capacity 
Added by New Buildings 

2,910 

2 

Housing Units Per Year 

180 

10 


73 




JOBS 


OLNEY 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS HOUSING 


Pipeline (10/8/97) 

698 


2,922 


FY 88 Ceiling 

1,113 


3,313 


Net Remaining 
FY 89 Anticipated Ceiling 

2,613 

415 

5,313 

391 

Net Remaining 
FY 88 RTAS Celling 

3,113 

1,915 

6,063 

2,391 

Net Remaining 
FY 89 RTAS Ceiling 

3,113 

2,415 

6,063 

3,141 

Net Remaining 
Augmented "A" Ceiling 

2,613 

2,415 

5,313 

3,141 

Net Remaining 
Augmented "B" Ceiling 

2,613 

1,915 

5,313 

2,391 

Net Remaining 


1,915 


2,391 



JOBS 


HOUSING 




STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 


Characteristics of Households Which 




General Plan 

Moved Between 1979-1984 



Number 

Ranh 

Holding Capacity 


Number 

Rank 

Population 

21,900* 

10 


Mover Households (includes 

38% 

8 

Jobs 

4,887 

10 

8,000 

movers to and within area) 



Housing Units 

6,687 

10. 

12,000 

Average Number of School-Age 
Children by Structure Type: 



Jobs/Housing Ratio 

.73 

9 


Mover Households 



Percent Who Work in 
Montgomery County 

66% 

6 


Single-Family 

Multi-Family 

.79 

N/A 

3 

N/A 

1983 Median 
Household Income 

$49,520 

4 


Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Multi-Family 

.81 

N/A 

4 

N/A 

1986 Median Sales Price of 

New 1 

Housing Units 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth 

Trends 


Price 

Rank 


Number 

Rank 

Single-Family Detached 

$161,925 

7 


Average Annual Job Capacity 
Added by New Buildings 

110 

11 

Single-Family Attached 

$85,750 

8 


Housing Units Per Year 

420 

6 
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POTOMAC 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS HOUSING 


Pipeline (10/8/87) 

428 


2,336 


FY 88 Ceiling 

3,295 


4,493 


Net Remaining 
FY 89 Anticipated Ceiling 

3,295 

2,867 

4,493 

2,157 

Net Remaining 
FY 88 RTAS Ceiling 

3,295 

2,867 

4,493 

2,157 

Net Rsmaining 
FY 89 RTAS Ceiling 

3,295 

2,867 

4,493 

2,157 

Net Remaining 
Augmented *A" Ceiling 

3,295 

2,867 

4,493 

2,157 

Net Remaining 
Augmented "B N Ceiling 

3,295 

2,867 

4,493 

2,157 

Net Remaining 


2,867 


2,157 


JOBS 



HOUSING 




STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 

Characteristics of Households Which 



General Plan 

Moved Between 

1979-1984 



Number 

Rank holding Capacity 


Number 

Rank 

Population 

42,300* 

6 

Mover Households (includes 

32% 

12 

Jobs* 

10,705 

8 14,000 

movers to and within area) 



Housing Units 

13,507 

6 18,000 

Average Number of School-Age 
Children by Structure Type: 



Jobs/Housing Ratio 

.79 

8 

Mover Households 

1.10 

.29 

1 

1 

Percent Who Work in 
Montgomery County 

59% 

9 

Single-Family 

Multi-Family 

1983 Median 
Household Income 

$64,110 

1 

Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Multi-Family 

.89 

.08 

1 

7 

1986 Median Sales Price of New Housing Units 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth Trends 

Number Bank 

Single-Family Detached 

Price 

$351,500 

Rank 

1 

Average Annual Job Capacity 
Added by New Buildings 

180 

10 

Single-Family Attached 

$220,000 

1 

Housing Units Per Year 

320 

8 
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SILVER SPRING CBD 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 


JOBS HOUSING 


Pipeline (10/9/87) 

4,085 


383 


FY 88 Celling 

14,835 


3,383 


Net Remaining 
FY 89 Anticipated Ceiling 

14,835 

10,750 

3.383 

3,000 

Net Remaining 
FY 88 RTAS Ceiling 

14,835 

10,750 

3,383 

3,000 

Net Remaining 
FY 89 RTAS Ceiling 

14,835 

10,750 

3,383 

3,000 

Net Remaining 
Augmented ”A a Ceiling 

14,835 

10,750 

3,383 

3,000 

Net Remaining 
Augmented "B" Ceiling 

14,835 

10,750 

3,383 

3,000 

Net Remaining 


10,750 


3,000 



JOBS 


HOUSING 




Separate statistical profiles are not included for the CBD area because 
the data cannot be easily separated from the larger Silver Spring /Takoma 
Park Policy Area. Data from the 1987 Census Update may enable us to 
do this in the future. 
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JOBS 


SILVER SPRING/TAKOMA PARK 

STAGING CHARTS AND STATISTICAL PROFILE 



JOBS 


HOUSING 

Pipeline (10/8/87) 

880 


207 


FY 88 Ceiling 

1,380 


824 


Net Remaining 
FY 89 Anticipated Ceiling 

1,380 

500 

824 

617 

Net Remaining 
FY 88 RTAS Ceiling 

1,380 

500 

824 

617 

Net Remaining 
FY 89 RTAS Ceiling 

1,380 

500 

824 

617 

Net Remaining 
Augmented "A M Ceiling 

1,380 

500 

824 

617 

Net Remaining 
Augmented "B" Ceiling 

1,380 

500 

824 

617 

Net Remaining 


500 


617 


JOBS 



HOUSING 




STATISTICAL PROFILE 


1987 Estimates 



Number 

Rank 

General Plan 
Holding Capacity 

Population 

67,000* 

4 


Jobs 

42,014 

3 

154,000 

Housing Units 

32,370 

3 

41,000 

Jobs/Housing Ratio 

1.29 

5 


Percent Who Work in 
Montgomery County 

42% 

13 


1983 Median 
Household income 

$24,060 

13 


1986 Median Sales Price of 

New Housing Units 


Price 

Rank 


Single-Family Detaehed 

$174,000 

4 


Single-Family Attached 

$122,633 

4 



Characteristics of Households Which 
Moved Between 1979-1984 



Number 

Rank 

Mover Households (includes 
movers to and within area) 

51% 

5 

Avorann Number of School-Age 



CSMaa byStructum Type,- 

Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Mum-Family 

.44 

.17 

11 

5 

Non-Mover Households 
Single-Family 
Multi-Family 

.39 

.19 

13 

5 

Previous Five Year Annual Growth 

Trends 


Number 

Rank 

Average Annual Job Capacity 
Added by New Buildings 

1,790 

5 

Housing Units Per Year 

80 

13 


77 




APPENDIX 3: 


STATUS 
REPORT 
ON ISSUES 
ANALYSIS 
AS REQUESTED 
BY COUNCIL 


STATUS REPORT ON ISSUES ANALYSIS AS REQUESTED BY COUNCIL 

This Appendix provides a status report on issues which the County Council 
asked the Planning Department to. address during FY 89. The text from the 
adopted FY 88 AGP is presented along with a statement in italics which presents 
the status of each of these items. 

III. Issues to be Addressed During Next Fiscal Year 


In adopting the FY 1988 Annual Growth Policy, the Council recognizes that 
not all aspects of a comprehensive approach to growth policy can be dealt 
with in depth during the inaugural year of this new process . To ensure that 
the policy making process continues to be developed and refined, the fol- 
lowing matters are to be dealt with further during FY 88. 


. 1. Silver So ring Revitalization 

The FY 88 Annual Growth Policy submitted by the County Executive 
contained a recommendation to delineate the Silver Spring CBD as 
a separate Group VI Policy area and to increase the employment 
staging ceiling of this area to 15,000 jobs. The Executive also 
recommended a pilot transportation management program to encour- 
age the use of public transit and ridesharing. Under this pro- 
gram, the Silver Spring Parking District would be reconstituted 
as a Silver Spring Transportation Management District. Raising 
the staging ceiling was intended to permit key revitalization 
projects in the core of Silver Spring to proceed. 

This growth policy recommendation was deferred by the Council in 
order that it be taken up in connection with the Silver Spring 
Sector Plan and the legislation proposing establishment of a 
Transportation Management District. It is anticipated that the 
County Executive's recommendations for the revitalization of 
Silver Spring will be considered as an amendment to the FY 88 
Annual Growth Policy, and taken to public hearing along with the 
recommended amendment to the Silver Spring Central Business 
District Sector Plan in September, 1987. 

Status 

This issue was treated as an amendment to the FY 88 Annual 
Growth Policy. The Council approved an amendment to the FY 
88 Annual Growth Policy on November 10, 1987. The Silver 
Spring CBD was established as a separate Group VI Policy 
Area. The Planning Board and the Department of Transporta- 
tion have been instructed to implement Transportation 
Systems Management for the Silver Spring CBD and constrain 
the amount of public and private long term parking. 

2 . Methodology for Schools Test 

The County Council intends to establish a Task Force to recommend 
the best alternative, or combination of alternatives for 
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determining school capacity in the Adequacy Public Facilities 
Ordinance. This Task Force will consist of the following 
personnel: County Council President, or a designated 

representative ; the Chair of the Council Education Committee ; 
County Executive, or a designated representative; Chair, Park and 
Planning Commission, or a designated representative; and the 
President of the Board of Education,, or a designated 
representative . 

The Task Force shall finalize its recommendations by September 
15 , 1987 , so that they can be included in the Montgomery County 
Planning Board Staff Draft of the Fiscal Year 1989 Annual Growth 
Policy. 

Status 

The Task Force on the Annual Growth Policy for Schools met 
twice this summer. Their recommendations were discussed by 
the Council on September 22, 1987. Although no formal vote 
was taken, the Council agreed to certain basic elements of 
the Annual Growth Policy for Schools. This methodology is 
described in the Planning Board final draft of the FY 89 
Annual Growth Policy, Guidelines for Public School 
Facilities. 

APF Test at Building Permit 

The County Executive presented the position in the recommended 
growth policy report that a more efficient means could be found 
to link actual new road and school capacity to actual demand for 
that capacity. The Executive suggested a means for doing this by 
applying the Adequate Public Facility Ordinance test at time of 
the issuance of building permit rather than at subdivision 
approval as is now the case . To address the recommendation a 
Committee was co-sponsored by the Council and the Executive. The 
Committee is expected to make its final report to the Council on 
August 4, 1987 . 

Status 

This issue is being treated as an amendment to the FY 88 
Annual Growth Policy. The Test at Permit Advisory Committee 
report, made available to the Council and the Executive on 
August 17, 1987, was accepted by the County Council after a 
briefing in September, 1987. The Council directed the 
Executive and the Planning Board to prepare appropriate text 
amendments for consideration with the objective of 
implementation beginning January 1, 1988, if possible. The 
Planning Board discussed this amendment at AGP worksessions 
on October 19 and November 9, 1987. In accordance with the 
Annual Growth Policy amendment procedures , the Montgomery 
County Planning Board has prepared a text amendment to the 
FY 88 Annual Growth Policy (Revised Test at Subdivision 
(RTAS) amendment) . It is expected that this amendment will 
be submitted to the County Executive during December 1987. 
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Once action has been taken on this amendment, the FY 89 AGP 
should be amended to be consistent . The Planning Board has 
also prepared an amendment to Chapter 8 of the County Code 
which would require a re- testing of unbuilt portions of some 
subdivisions to ensure transportation adequacy. This amend- 
ment was submitted to the County Council November, 1987. 

4. Affprtaftte Homing 

The Annual Growth Policy which, by definition, has as its 
objective selective control of growth, including residential 
development, is inconsistent with another long-standing policy 
and commitment to providing an adequate supply of housing for low 
and moderate income families. 

This conflict should be recognized and efforts made in the future 
to continue to work for a balanced stock of affordable housing. 

££g£us 

This issue is being treated as an amendment to the FY 88 
Annual Growth Policy. The Housing Opportunities Commission 
submitted a proposed affordable housing amendment to the FY 
88 AGP on October 15, 1987. The Planning Board discussed 
this amendment at AGP works ess ions on November 9 and 25, 

1987 and received testimony from HOG and several developers 
at the Planning Board's AGP Public Forum on November 16, 
1987. The Montgomery County Planning Board endorsed a 
revised affordable housing amendment on November 25, 1987. 
This proposed amendment to the FY 88 AGP will be forwarded 
to the County Executive in December , 1987. 

5. Damascus Revitalization 

Executive and Planning Board staff should develop a high priority 
joint work program to complete the additional technical study 
needed to resolve the conflict of policies in Damascus over the 
need for commercial revitalization and the lack of traffic 
capacity to support additional commercial development. 

In the short term, the County Executive should work with 
developers to encourage their participation in the funding of 
Highway A-12 so that its construction schedule can be accel- 
erated. As a long term measure the Damascus Master Plan should 
be amended to address road network and land use issues . 

Status 


Further Planning Board staff work was developed this fall 
and incorporated in the Planning Board's FY 89 Annual Growth 
Policy on December 1, 1987. The Planning Board is recom- 
mending to the County Executive that the FY 88 AGP be 
amended to reflect an accounting error that was recently 
uncovered in the base of existing development . (See 
attached memo.) 


80 



Recommended FY 89 Draft Annual Growth Policy 

The Council requests that the Planning Board's Draft Annual 
Growth Policy for FY 1989 include analyses and recommendations, 
to the maximum depth possible within the constraints of time and 
resources, with regard to the following matters: 

(a) Policies, Standards and Methods 

Standards of highway service. The growth policy needs to be 
based on a highly understandable presentation of the real- 
life meaning of each service level (amount of delay, 
resulting intrusion of traffic into residential neighbor- 
hoods, etc.), and on a refined basis for setting a standard 
of service for each policy area (amount of transit service, 
density of development, etc.). 

Degree to which transit relieves traffic congestion, and how 
any benefits resulting from transit should be allocated. 

There should be an in-depth evaluation of the extent to 
which expenditures on transit and alternative transportation 
can relieve peak-period automotive congestion; to the extent 
that such relief is found to be a reality, there should be 
recommendations on how far the resulting benefit should be 
reaped in the form of improved traffic flow, and how far in 
the form of increased traffic -generating development. 

Status tt 

Further Planning Board staff work has been developed 
this fall and will be incorporated in the Transportation 
Division's report, entitled "Alternative Transportation 
Scenarios and Staging Ceilings" in the Transportation 
Level of Service chapter . 

(b) Housing, Jobs and Fiscal Relationships 

The methods and criteria employed in apportioning available 
development capacity between residential and non- residential 
development should be explained in full , and any potential 
revisions worth consideration in the apportionments for 
individual Policy Areas should be identified. 

The fiscal benefits and costs of new nonresident ial and 
related residential development on County and State revenues 
and expenditures should be measured with sufficient detail 
so that policymakers will know the fiscal consequences of a 
given rate of development. 

Status 

Further Planning Board staff work will be developed 
this fall and made available as soon as possible . 
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■IN 


THE j MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

i " ;j — == j 8787 Georgia Avenue • Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760 


November 7, 1987 


MEMORANDUM 

TO: Montgomery County Planning Board 

FROM: Planning Staff 

SUBJECT: Damascus Policy Area Ceiling 


The Adopted FY 88 AGP showed a pipeline greater than the 
ceiling in this policy area, with a result that no new subdivi- 
sion applications could be approved. The Adopted AGP instructed 
the Executive and Planning Staff to work together to "complete 
the additional technical study needed to resolve the conflict of 
policies in Damascus over the need for commercial revitalization, 
and a lack of traffic capacity to support additional commercial 
development . " 

Planning Staff have met with Executive Staff concerning the 
acceleration of the construction schedule for Highway A-12, and 
concerning a long term program to amend the Damascus Master Plan 
with regard to the road network and land use issues. Three local 
road improvements within the central area of Damascus are moving 
forward, which will improve local access to the commercial area. 

In analyzing this area during the last three months since 
the FY 88 AGP was adopted by the Council on June 30, Planning 
Staff have uncovered an accounting error in the total number of 
jobs included in the base of existing development in the FY 88 
AGP. The error occurred previously when Damascus was created as a 
separate policy area, out of what had previously been a larger 
area which was not subject to a ceiling constraint. It was 
created because the number of jobs shown in the older, larger 
area was inadvertently transferred entirely to the new smaller 
Damascus Policy Area. The effect of correcting this base number 
is to lift the previous restriction on jobs, and to allow for 
some additional growth within the proposed FY'89 ceiling. There 
is no effect on housing units, which remain in a deficit situa- 
tion. A portion of the new job ceiling also is due to the use 
of the new EMME/2 traffic model, but the primary effect is due 
to the base employment number. 
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It is interesting to observe that no one noticed this dis- 
crepancy in the base number of jobs shown for Damascus in the FY 
88 AGP (i.e., 2,875), even although the numbers were shown in 
doc um ents reviewed by the Planning Board, the County Executive, 
the County Council, and the general public, through a series of 
public hearings and over a period of 8 months. In retrospect, it 
se em s obvious that the small town scale of Damascus would not be 
expected to have 2,875 jobs. At 250 square feet per job, this 
would be equivalent to about 575,000 square feet of office space, 
or at 400 square feet per job would be equivalent to about 
1,100,000 square feet of retail space. The former is approxi- 
mately equivalent to 2 1/2 or 3 ten story office buildings, and 
the latter is approximately equivalent to a 2 or 3 department 
store major retail mall. 

In reflecting on this situation, it seems probable that one 
of the reasons this fact went undetected was because the general 
public perception of traffic in the Damascus area was that there 
was excessive congestion. Therefore, there was a "common sense" 
acceptance of the notion that new development should not occur 
until further traffic improvements had been made. Of course, 
public perception lies at the heart of the difficulty in gaining 
consensus for staging ceilings. The entire adequate public 
facilities approach is based on the need to develop some general 
public understanding about the appropriate level of service, or . 
degree of congestion, on which the growth ceiling should be 
based. To help achieve greater public understanding and consensus 
on the reconciliation of individual experience with aggregate 
statistical measures, remains the task for all of us in at- 
tempting to exercise growth management through the adequate pub- 
lic facility approach. 

A further reflection on this situation is that it reminds us 
of how much pressure a growth management system places on the 
record keeping administration. Since the inauguration of the 
Adequate Public Facility Ordinance, the Planning Staff has been 
building administrative record keeping systems to the extent 
possible within the limits of the annual budgets. In recent 
years, staff has made significant improvements because of addi- 
tional computer resources. As we all know, however, the best of 
computer systems are subject to human error, and therefore re- 
quire constant surveillance, and rigorous staff supervision, in 
order to stay ahead of the sea of constantly changing numbers. 

The staff of the Planning Department has been charged to 
exercise the utmost vigilance and care for the accuracy and 
internal consistency of the record keeping function, and have 
been directed to make known any errors publicly as soon as they 
may be discovered. While this may subject the staff to potential 
embarrassment, especially in the heat of highly charged political 
controversies over growth management issues, it nevertheless 
seems to be the only approach that can ultimately succeed in 
maintaining public credibility in a staging system that neces- 
sarily must rely on statistical measurement and complex ac- 
counting techniques. 
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During the past year, an extensive staff effort was made 
to build a new interagency integrated data base for the 
subdivision and building permit pipeline, and to have it 
checked for accuracy by a task force of multi-agency staff 
members and builders, land developers and private sector 
development engineers. The details of the new EMME/2 traffic 
model have been shared with interagency committees set up by 
planning staff to perform oversight and monitoring functions; 
and training, as well as actual terminal computer connections 
for use of the model, have been provided to the Executive's 
Department of Transportation Staff. Further effort will 
continue to be made by Planning Staff to build better computer- 
assisted accounting systems and audit mechanisms. As a general 
proposition, we continue to invite public scrutiny of the data 
as the best way to ensure that the overall integrity of the 
measurement system is maintained. 


84 



APPENDIX 4: 


ANNUAL 

GROWTH 

POLICY 

LEGISLATION 
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mmunnuiuniiimiiu 

tltottUU U/A1UA/ tUltMAitll t6 
UtU-WW tUJAtUH Hit! tU6m 

muuiumun 


tuHtua/tmtummi 

BUI No.: 11-86 

Concerning: Growth Pollcy/lateddf/ 

MiUUimiUiltkUU 

Draft No . & 

Introduced: 

Enacted: 

Executive 
Effective: 


Date: 5 - 4/17/86 

February 25, 1986 
April 15, 1986 

^HTTTTTm ' ' ~ 


April 21, 1986 

mnrnrmfTmr 


Sunset Date: 

Ch. 53 . Laws of Mont. Co., FY _86_ 


rmnnimimumf 


COUNTY COUNCIL 

FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 


By: County Council 


AN EMERGENCY ACT to/ 

(11 provide for the establishment of an annual growth policy for 
the County/ 

(11 H6HAA/Ut/tM/MtiUiiUMt/6t/M/AMMl/4MiiiMf/iMM)A 

i6titiiuiituiuutiiiuti+miiuitmtiiiuuiu.iiiuk 

(11 . tfiUiiimitUliitiUliMMtlitliMAitltMilMIUUUMMt 
UilttUUlUIUWIU&Hti/WUiililMJiUUi 

(11 iUiiU/Ui/tUliitiUUMHiUmiiUAlUiii/tii/tiUUUi 

Hnmuuwtiiiiitui/u/tuitiutujiu 

(ii mtwnm*itm*/Mtmimt/M/tmtitt/m/Ma 
tm-rnttmi/m 

(ii (ii iiumimunui unuiuun tn au-Hita tiiiiitui 

6UiUU/iUtU/t6Htf. 


By amending 

€UitiHU/tiiUlMA 

UAitMilUUA/iM/MlMtl/AtimMMiMAtfltiMttltMi 

euiui/mjnuui 

UttiU/t1l6tltUIMUi6Uii/tiUti/t6li 

AM 


Chapter 33A, Planning Procedures, of the Montgomery County Code 
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«Uwo s 


11 


8 $ 


tHUOM/u 

UAititmUUiitiU 

kttiiliinilitltUIMiititoiiiltH-itilUli 

m 


EXPLANATION: - Boldface indicates matter that is a heading or a 

defined term. 

- Underlining indicates matter added to existing lair. 

- ^Double Bracks tsj^ indicate matter repealed from 
existing lav. 

- CAPITALS indicate matter quoted from existing lav which 
is added to the bill by amendment. 

- UNDERLINED CAPITALS indicate matter added to existing 
lav by amendment to the bill. 

- ttttSLii indicate matter deleted from the bill by 
amendment . 

- * * * indicates existing law unaffected by the bill. 

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, approves the following act: 


86 . 



01 


uumuHdUi 


Biiim n m 


02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

08 

09 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 
27 


m tm/u+iti 

(1) Uf/i6HW £66444/ 44611/646646/ UU1W it/ £64/ 64mHi44/UU/ 
16/46£/664664i44/4i£4W4ii/464£44/6t/£44/4ii4/6i/it446Hl/6£ 
£6/ 646466666/ 6i/ 646446464/ £6i/ 6/ Hi£64/6£/4£i/464£46 l 
6£64£664£/£U£/ £66/ 4i£66£6£/UU/ 4664/ 6644/ 66466/ 646441 /4££U4 
6££Ui/6t/£46/6liJ466£U!/46U644i/6i£644/6/44Ht£/t6i/44. 
664££i64Al/46H44/46£/4i6464iAi/6£i/664£64l 

IV Hi! ItiltUtUii/UiitUif itUt/UliUii/illlintl/ UilUHtt/ 
£6£/464/i66£464££41/6446£64ii£6 >4/4464466/ £446116/ ££/ £46 
£646646,6 16i6l 666/ 6£6i646/4££4£4l 4 /444£46lii64l £46 /64£6/6t 

166^466/ 6£/ £44/ 644444/ i44466££44/i4/44i/464416i44/4££4£4/ 16 
UUUItU±ltUllltil6tlliitkkUll IHiliiililitUUIUlitUi 
m6tU6446if/U/imi/i4i/i6Ui£/i6i/i64/464+£646644£661 
6iUiHiiti6mU644iIUHlU/i£ltU/t66tiAii/iWUtlHiitU 
U64141 6/ U4£46/tH6/ £44/ 66£6I6£I £6641446/ 4i/ 646/ 666646 

646i6i££64/£6/44t/i44ii6664iM£6£4iniu4£64iti44i tumtau 
£66464661 / 14641 46£4i£6/ £61 £6416661 £6666 /44664Z 666644 / £446116 
464 14661 44/ £66446/ 441646/ £44/ 66£66£661l6t£6ili6i6£U4H 646 
66U66l6tl£46/n6U64i/U6i6U£1466/£44tl£66l64U6i666i41 
64U6i666£l£6l£46l6Wi6£664l6il£46/i6£4££61l466t6l£46 
i6iUi6664£4/4H£46/446iU£6/4441ii/£66ilU164/4£4£44466l 

Sec. 2 1. Chapter 33A Is amended to read a a follows: 

Chapter 33A 
Planning Procedures. 

Division 1. Master Plans. 
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• l i - 83 

01 


* * * * 

02 


Division 2. Growth Policies. 

03 33A-13. Annual growth policy. 

04 

(a) Purpose. 

05 

(1) 

The purpose of this law Is to establish a process by which the 

06 


County Council can give policy guidance to the various agencies 

07 


of government and to the general public on matters concerning: 

08 


(A) land use development; 

09 

• 

(B) growth management; and 

10 


(C) related environmental, economic, and social issues. 

U • 

(2) 

The process will be established through the adoption by the 

12 


County Council of an Annual growth policy, which Is Intended to 

13 


be An instrument that facilitates and coordinates the use of the 

14" 


various powers of government to limit or encourage growth and 

15 


development in a manner that best enhances the general health. 

16 


welfare, and safety of the residents of the County. 

17 

(b) Simplified description. 

18 • 

(1) 

The County Council must adopt a growth policy: 

19 


(A) no later than June 30 of each year; and 

20 


(B) after: 

21 


(i) receipt of a draft annual growth policy prepared by 

22 


the Montgomery County Planning Board; 

23 


(11) receipt of 

24 


SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS prepared by the County 

25 


Executive, and COMMENTS BY other public agencies 

26 


concerning the draft annual growth policy; and 

27 


(iii) a public hearing on both the draft annual growth 
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policy and the recoanendatlons of the Executive, and 


02 


ON THE COMMENTS OF other agencies. 

03 

(2) The annual growth policy Is effective for a fiscal year. 

04 

beginning July 1 through June 30. 

05 

(c) Duties of the Planning Board. 

06 

(1) The 

Montgomery County Planning Board must: 

07 

(A) 

each year, produce a draft annual growth policy; 

08 

(B) 

by December 1 of each year/ : 

09 


(1) send copies of the draft to the County Executive, 

10 


the other agencies, and the County Council; AND 

11 • 


(ii) MAKE COPIES AVAILABLE TO THE GENERAL PUBLIC; 

12 

m 

nPPPPV! l PPPP99ii99 , PfP9PPIPPPP9l9PPPPPfPI9R9!il 

13 


14 

(D) (C) by October 15, make available a staff draft to the STAFF 

15 . 


OF THE Executive itiii AND OTHER AGENCIES for THEIR use 

16 

* 

in preparing tilt recommended Capital Improvements 

17 


Programs for the next fiscal year. 

18 

(2) The 

draft annual growth policy must include: 

19 

(A) 

a status report on the general land use conditions in the 

20 


County including: 

21 


(1) the remaining growth capacity of zoned land; 

22 


(ii) the pipeline of approved development permits 

23 


INCLUDING PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLANS, SEWER 

24 


AUTHORIZATIONS, RECORD PLATS, AND BUILDING PERMITS; 

25 


(Hi) the recent trends in real estate transactions; 

26 


(iv) the level of service conditions of major public 

27 


facilities and environmentally sensitive areas; and 
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(v) other relevant monitoring measures; 

(B) a forecast of the most probable trends in population, 
households, and employment for the next 10 years, 

Including a section that focuses on the key_factors that 
may affect the trends for the I mmedia te, next 2 years; 

(C) a set of recomg »»"**»<* growth capacity ceilings for each 
policy area within the County, for both resid ential and 

nyaan t land uses, which are baaed on: 

( I ) alternative possible scenarios of potential public 
facility growth: and 

Ot) recomme nded level of service Indices for m ajor 
public facilities ; 

(p) a set of policy guidelines for the Planning Boar d, and 
other agencies as appropriate, with resp ect to their 
administration of the ord inances and. regulations that 
affect grovth and development; and 
(E) any other Information or recommendatio ns as may be 

relevant to the general subject of g rowth policy, or as 

Ba2^e_re2««sted__b2_the_Cotmt2_Counci^ 

(i) in the course of adopting the annual growth policy 
for the year: or 

(II) by a subsequent resolution* 

(d) Thigiaa of the County Executive. 

(1) Bv January 1 of each year, the County Executive mu st send to the 

county 

(A) tJttt/QI RECOMMENDED GROWTH CAPACITY CEILINGS FOR EACH . 
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01 


PLANNING POLICY AREA, FOR BOTH RESIDENTIAL AND MIL 

02 


EMPLOYMENT LAND ME USES, THAT ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE 

03 


RECOMMENDED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM; AND 

04 


(B) ANY OTHER REVISIONS IN THE DRAFT OF THE PLANNING BOARD in 

05 


the form of specific additions or deletions. 

06 

(2) 

TXd AT THE SAME TIME, THE County Executive must make 

07 


available to the Planning Board, THE OTHER AGENCIES, and the 

08 


general public copies of tti/ iMJ 

09 


mtiti-ii ItMtt THESE RECOMMENDATIONS. 

10 

(3) 

During the year, the County Executive must assist the Planning 

11 


Board to compile its status report for the draft annual growth 

12 


policy by making available monitoring data that is routinely 

13 


collected by Executive branch departments. 

.14 

(4) 

The County Executive must use the information in the draft 

15 


annual growth policy of the Planning Board as a reference 

16. 


document in preparing the recommended Capital Improvements 

17 


Program of the Executive for the next fiscal year, particularly 

18 


with respect to the linkage between future capital construction 

19 


schedules and policy area capacity ceilings. 

20 

(e) Duties of the Montgomery County Board of Education. 

21 

(1) 

By January 1 of each year , the Montgomery County Board of 

22 


Education must send to the County Council Its comments on the 

23 


draft annual growth policy of the Planning Board, including anv 

24 


recommended revisions in the form of specific additions or 

25 


deletions. 

26 

(2) 

AT THE SAME TIME, THE Board of Education must make 


available to the Planning Board and the general public copies of 
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bill no. 21 - S 6 

• the co" m »" f,a and recommended revisions. 

O) During the year, the Board of Education must assist the Planning 
Board to compile Its status report for the draft annual growth 
policy by making available monitoring data that Is routinely 
collected by branch departm ents o f the Board of Education. 

(f) putiea of the Washington Suburban Sanitary Comaiaaion. 

(1) By January 1 of each year, the Washington Suburban Sanitary 
^«»» ^a^^2niug£^ianfi^£Q^£hg_Coimt^_Cotmcil_it3_coMaents_ op. the 
draft a naual__ growth policy of the Planning Board, including any 
reco"— revisions in the fora of specific additions or 
deletions. 

(2) fly AT THE SAME TIME. THE Washington Suburban Sanitary 
Coa B^saion <j Bust_j2^jl£— available— to/ the_ Pl anning Board and, the 
^• n^ aT^nhii^ copies of the comments and recommended revisions . 

^30 During the yea r, the Washin gton Sub urban Sanitary Commission 

must assist the Pl a "" ' t "fl w^ rd to compile its status report for 

thedraftannual_growth_go^C2 >> b2_Mlc^g_ayailabla_nonitorin£ 

datathatisrou^ineljr_collected_b2^_brmch_de2artoent3_£fjcl« 

Washington_Suburban__Sanitar 2 _Comission i 

(g) Duties of the County Council. 

(1) After receipt of the draft annual growth policy idd / iAf 

THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COUNTY 
EXECUTIVE. AND THE OTHER AGENCY COMMENTS, the County Council 
augt ho l^iajiuhll£_hearing_on__the__draftj_ R£COMMENDATIONS AND 
COMMENTS yd/ ttuL/i iilitAAi . 

(2) No later than June 30 of each year, the County Council must 
adopt an annual growth policy to be effective throughout the _ 
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01 


next fiscal year. IF THE COUNTY COUNCIL DOES NOT ADOPT A NEW 

02 


ANNUAL GROWTH POLICY. THE ANNUAL GROWTH POLICY ADOPTED THE 

33 


PREVIOUS YEAR REMAINS IN EFFECT. 

04 

(3) 

WHEN ADOPTING THE ANNUAL GROWTH POLICY. THE COUNTY COUNCIL MUST 

05 


APPROVE, OR APPROVE WITH AMENDMENTS. THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE 

06 


COUNTY EXECUTIVE. 

07 

til (4) 

The County Council may adopt a subsequent resolution, AFTER 

08 


PUBLIC HEARING, to amend the annual gowth policy. 

09 

llVUU/Uiikiiii/kHitUUlUil 

10 

til tiHiiil / / tU/ UHiiiJit/ tUH iiitiiil til til 

11 

111 


12 

tiUtilUiiUiiiliiltUiilUkkiiAilUltiiliiiiiliiimiUUti 

13 


tUUtUJtiiiti/tiUiWiitiHdiii/itllliiiiiiii/ti/iiitii 

14 


mnititiuiiuitiitiiiiiiiiuuiuiiiiiuiiiuiitiuitiiiii 

15 


tmtiliHiiiltiUtillUiUUiHtl’HiiiiUliUliiiitUitiiL 

16 

/ 

tv 

iiiHii/tUi/iMitftiHUiiHilU/ittiittii/M/ilUUittU/iU/ 

17 


t+£LtUUi/6UtUiA/U/tUUIiUUiUIiilUiliUiilti/iUU/t6 

18 


tUitiliiiiUitiLliiUiitiitiiiUtlitilUUitiUiUiiilUliU 

19 


iiilWiUiillhliUUiiliiiiiUiiliiiiliiiUtiiiil 

20 

til 

iimitiUilUiUtitiliUUiimiiUlUttelliiUitliUUiMlitl 

21 

iUiiilttittW kill UMillliiiiitiiil til tiiiililiUtillUlLti 

22 


itUilUilUIUtilltiiilililtlttliiilittilttiiliiAiUL 

23 

m 

iitllUiUiimiiliiiltUtlilliiilUiiHAiitLIiUiitil 

24 

iuiimi/iu/iiiiui/mttijii*iiiiiiit/tiiiiiiuiii/iui 

25 


AUU/tUi/AUHUii/ittiittAU/iAA 

26 

tv 

AAtiULAUiliHAUtAAliiAiiiiAUtliAiAAUiltAlilUUitAltUI 


27 Uiilitiii/iiUtiiiimUUiiiiiiii/iiUiii/iWiiiiiiiUi/ 
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APPENDIX 5: 

ADEQUATE 

PUBLIC 

FACILITIES 

ORDINANCE 


Subdivision Regulation 
Amendment No.: 86-4 

Concerning: Adequate Public 

Facilities Ordinance 
Draft No. & Date: 1 - 3/30/86 

Introduced: March 4, 1986 

Public Hearing: April 15, 1986 

8:30 p . m . 

Adopted: April 22, 1986 

Effective: April 22, 1986 

Ordinance No.: 10-71 

COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 
SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PORTION 
OF THE MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL DISTRICT 
WITHIN MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 

By: District Council 

AN AMENDMENT to the Montgomery County Subdivision Regulations for the purpose of 

- providing a more explicit role for the County Executive i' 
Adequate Public Facilities matters; 

- providing for Council approval of Adequate Public Facilities 
thresholds and criteria through the Annual Growth Policy or 
District Council resolution; and 

providing for changes in the Adequate Public Facilities criteria 
for the interim period before Council action on the first Annual 
Growth Policy. 

By amending the following sections of the Montgomery County Zoning 
Ordinance, Chapter 59 of the Montgomery County Code: 

Section 50-3500 "Adequate Public Facilities" 

EXPLANATIONS: - Boldface indicates matter that is a heading or a 

defined term. 

- Underlining indicates language added to existing law. 

- ^Double BracketsJJ. indicate language deleted from 
existing law. 

- CAPITALS indicate Committee additions. 

- [Single Brackets] indicate Committee deletions. 

- * * * indicates existing law unaffected by the bill. 
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OPINION 

Subdivision Regulation Amendment No. 86-4 was introduced on March 4, 1986, at 
the request of the Montgomery County Planning Board for the purpose of: 

1. providing- a more explicit role for the County Executive in Adequate Public 
Facilities matters; 

2. providing for Council approval of Adequate Public Facilities thresholds and 
criteria through the Annual Growth Policy or District Council resolution; and 

3. providing for changes in the Adequate Public Facilities criteria for the 
interim period before Council action on the first Annual Growth Policy. 

The Montgomery County Planning Board recommended to the District Council that 
Sobdi vision Regulation Amendment No. 86-4 "be approved as introduced. 

Subdivision Regulation Amendment No. 86—4 was taken to public hearing on April 
15, 1986, and reviewed by the District Council at a meeting held on April 22, 1986. 
It is the position of the District Council that it would be in the public interest 
for the Council to approve the "thresholds" for development that are currently being 
approved administratively by the Montgomery County Planning Board. The Council 
intends to use the Comprehensive Planning Policies Report which the Planning Board 
has been adopting annually, as the basic format for the Aruiual Growth Policy Report, 
which will continue to be drafted by the Planning Board, but henceforth will be 
adopted by the County Council. The value of the Council undertaking this 
responsibility is being recognized to an increasing degree and Subdivision Regulation 
Amendment No. 86-4 provides the authority for the accomplishment of this objective. 
The Council also believes the County Executive should have a more direct and explicit 
role in adequate public facility matters as provided for in Subdivision Regulation 
Amendment No. 86-4. 

The Council has reviewed proposals for strengthening the criteria for 
determining the adequacy for public facilities on several occasions. The Council 
believes that the need exists to have a close linkage between subdivision approval 
and the availability of related roads. Subdivision Regulation Amendment No. 86-4 

provides this linkage by requiring that roads may only be determined to be adequate 


96 



Ordinance No. 10-71 


If 100Z of Che expenditure for construction of the road is estimated to occur in the 
first four years of the Capital Improvement Program. 

For these reasons and because to approve this amendment will assist in the 
coordinated, comprehensive, adjusted and systematic development of the 
Maryland-Washlngton Regional District located in Montgomery County, Maryland, 
Subdivision Regulation Amendment No. 86-4 will be approved. 

ORDINANCE 

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, sitting as the District Council 
for that portion of the Maryland-Washing ton Regional District in Montgomery County, 
Maryland, apprQves the following ordinance: 

Sec. 1. Amend Chapter 50, title "Subdivision of Land", Section 50-35(k), title 
"Adequate Public Facilities”, to read as follows: 

50-35. Same - approval procedure. 

(k) Adequate public facilities. A f [N o 1 1 preliminary plan of subdivision 
ILshaHlI must not be approved unless the planning board determines that public 
facilities JuLareJJ, will be adequate to support and service the area of the 
proposed subdivision. Public facilities and services to be Afam-tned for adequacy 
will Include roads and public transportation facilities , sewerage and water service , 
schools, police stations, firehouses, and health clinics. 

(1) Periodically the District Council will establish by resolution, after 
public hearing, guidelines for the determination of the adequacy of public facilities 
and services. An Annual Growth Policy approved by the County Council may serve this 
purpose if it contains those guidelines. To provide the basis for the guidelines, 
the planning board and the County Executive must provide -information and 
recommendations to the Council as follows: 

(a) The planning board must prepare an analysis of current growth and 
the amount of additional growth that can be accommodated by future public facilities 
and services. The planning board must also recommend any changes in preUmlnary plan 
approval criteria It finds appropriate in the light of its experience in 
administering these regulations. 

(b) The County Executive must comment on the analyses and 
recommendations of the planning board and must recommend criteria for the 
determination of the adequacy of public facilities as the Executive deems appropriate. 
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(2) The applicant for a preliminary plan of subdivision jj^hallU, 
must, at the request of the planning board, submit sufficient information and data on 
the proposed subdivision to demonstrate the expected impact on and use of public 
facilities an d services by possible uses of said subdivision. 


(3) The planning board must submit the preliminary plan of subdivision to 



adequacy of public facilities and 


services in accordant with the guidelines and limitations established by the County 
Council in its Annual Growth Policy or established by resolution of the District 


Council after public hearing. 

(5) Until such time as the Annual Growth Policy or resolution 
of the District Council provides guidelines and limitations for the determinat ion of 
the adequacy of public facilities and services, public facilities may be determined 
to be adequate to service a tract of land or an affected area when the following 
conditions are found to exist: 

a. The tract or area f T is 1 1 will be adequately inaccessible by 
-*««« of^i served by roads and public transportation facilities. Said area or 
tract to be subdivided shall be deemed adequately inaccessible via^^ served by 
roads and public transportation facilities if f after taking into accou nt traffic 
generated bv all approved subdivisions and the subject subdivision, I^any ofJJ, 
the following conditions f fare presentJJL will be satisfied : 

ii(i) Existing roads are adequate to accommodate the traffic 
that would be generated by the subject subdivision in addition to the existing 


traffic, and are publicly maintained, all-weather roads; orjj, 

i£(ii) Such additional roads, necessary in combination with 
existing roads to accommodate the additional traffic that would be generated by the 
subject subdivision, are: proposed on an adopted master plan and, are programmed in 
the current adopted capital improvements program, or the state highway 
administration's five year program for construction with public or private 
financing^ 

X^Ciii) Public bus, rail, or other form of mass transportation 
sufficient to serve the proposed subdivision, in combination with (i) or (ii) or 
both, is available or programmed within the area affected or within one-third mile ot 
the subdivision under consideration. JJ, 
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L^Civ) In Its determination of the adequacy of a road to 
accommodate traffic, the planning board shall consider the recommendation of the 
state highway administration or county department of transportation, the applicable 
levels of traffic service, peak hour use and average use, and any other information 
presented.^ 

(I) For the geographic area In which the proposed subdivision Is 
located, an acceptable average peak-hour level of service will result from: 

(A) Existing publicly maintained all-weather roads; 

(B) Additional roads programmed in the current adopted 
capital Improvements program of the County or the Maryland consolidated 
transportation program, for which 100% of the expenditures for construction are 
estimated to occur In the first four years of the program; and 

(C) Available or programmed public bus, rail, or other public 
or private form of mass transportation. 

(II) For Intersections or links significantly affected by traffic 
from the ‘subject subdivision, an acceptable peak hour level of service will result 
from: 

* (A) Existing publicly maintained all-weather roads; 

(B) Additional roads Identified on the Approved Road Program 
published by the County Executive; and 

(C) Available or programed public bus, rail, or other form 

of mass transportation'. 

(III) For the purposes of subsection (il) above, the -County 
Executive shall publish periodically an Approved Road Program which shall list all 
roads programmed in the current adopted capital Improvements program and the Maryland 
consolidated transportation program for which: 

(A) In the case of the capital improvements program, 100% of 
the funds have been appropriated for construction costs; and 

(B) the County Executive has determined that construction 
will begin within two years of the effective date of the Approved Road Program. 

(lv) For the purposes of subsection (1) and (ill) above, roads 
required under Section 302 of the Charter to be authorized by law are not considered 
programmed until they are finally approved in accordance with Section 20-1 of this 
Code . 


99 













Ordinance No. 10-71 


(v) Any parcel zoned for lljht industrial use (X— 1) which has been 
in reservation for public use pursuant to action of the Montgomery County Planning 
Board at any time since June 1, 1981, and which has not changed in size or shape 
since June 1, 1958, will not be subject to the above subsection (a) if a preliminary 

plan was submitted prior to June 1, 1981. 

b. The tract or area has adequate sewerage and water service. 

(i) For a subdivision dependent upon public sewerage and water 


systems : 


1. Said area or tract to be subdivided shall be deemed to 
have adequate sewerage and water service if located within an area in which water and 
sewer service is presently available, under construction, or designated by the county 
council for extension of water and sewer service within the first two years of a 

current approved ten year water and sewerage plan. 

2. If said area or tract to be subdivided is not situated 

within an area designated for service within the first two years of a current 
- approved ten year water and sewerage plan, but is within the last eight years of such 
plan, it shall be deemed to have adequate water and sewerage service if the applicant 
prdvides community sewerage and/or water systems as set forth in section 387C of 
article 43 of the Annotated Code of Maryland provided the installation of such 
facilities shall have been approved by the state department of health and mental 
hygiene, the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, the county health department, 
and the Montgomery County Council. 

(ii) For a subdivision dependent upon the use of septic systems: 
Said area or tract to be subdivided shall be deemed to have adequate sewerage service 
if development with the use of septic systems is in accordance with section 50-27, or 


regulations published by the Maryland State Department of Health and Mental Hygiene 
pursuant to article 43, Annotated Code of Maryland, whichever imposes the greater or 
more stringent requirement. 

(iii) In its determination of the adequacy of sewerage or water 


service, the planning board shall consider the recommendation of the Washington 
Suburban Sanitary Commission, the capacity of trunk lines and sewerage treatment 

facilities and any other information presented. 

c. The tract or area is so situated as not to involve danger or injury 
to health, safety or general welfare. Such danger or injury may be deemed not to 
exist: 
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(I) When physical facilities, such as police stations, 
firehouses and health clinics, in the service area for the preliminary subdivision 
plan are currently adequate or are scheduled in an adopted capital improvements 
program in accordance with the applicable area master plan or general plan to provide 
adequate and timely service to the subdivision; and 

(II) If adequate public utility services will be available to 
serve the proposed subdivision; and 

(ill) When, In the case of schools, the capacity and service areas 
are found to be adequate according to a methodology set forth In a resolution adopted 
by the District Council after public hearing; provided, however, that until such 
resolution by the District Council takes effect, the Planning Board shall determine 
the adequacy of school facilities after considering the recommendations of the 
Superintendent of Schools. 

d. Existing or proposed street access within the tract or area is 
adequate. Street access may be deemed adequate if the streets: 

(i) Are adequate to serve or accommodate emergency vehicles, 

(ii) Will permit the Installation of public utilities and other 

public services, 

(ill) Are not detrimental and would not result in the inability to 
develop adjacent lands in conformity with sound planning practices, and 

(iv) Will not cause existing street patterns to be fragmented. 
11(2) In considering questions of adequacy of public facilities, as 
set forth in subparagraphs a., b., c. and d. of paragraph (1) of this subsection, the 
planning board shall consider, but not be limited to, the nature, extent, and size of 
the proposed subdivision and its Impact in terms of the following:^ 

Ha. The estimated increase in population likely to result when said 
subdivision is developed in context with projected densities, as anticipated by 
adopted area master plans and currently approved subdivisions, in the surrounding 
area and immediate vicinity of the proposed subdivis ion . JJ. 

Jib. The present or projected state of development likely to result 
when said subdivision is developed in context with projected densities, as 
anticipated by adopted area master plans and currently approved subdivisions, in the 
surrounding area and immediate vicinity of the proposed subdivision. 1 1 

lie. The avoidance of excessive expenditure of public funds 

hecessitated by the proposed subdivision. 1 1 ' 
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^(3)^ (6)E xemptlons. Places of worship and residences for 
staff, parish halls, and additions to schools associated with places of worship, are 
not subject to the provisions of Section 50-35 (k), Adequate Public Facilities. 

Sec. 2. This ordinance takes effect immediately upon adoption. 



County Council 
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APPENDIX 6: 


DEFINITIONS 
AND KEY 
VARIABLES 


DEFINITIONS AND ASSIGNED VALUES FOR KEY VARIABLE ASSUMPTIONS 


Determining the impact of future development requires a number of assump- 
tions to be made. The assumptions made about certain key variables constitute 
important points of leverage within the various statistical and computerized 
modeling processes. Alternative assumptions for these variables would result in 
a different overall assessment of the impacts of future development. While the 
assumptions used herein are by all evidence both reasonable and appropriate, 
there is some room for variation. All of the numbers used have ranges of 
fluctuation around them which are experienced in the real world. Any point 
within the range of real experience can be taken depending upon the risk one is 
willing to accept that the simulation model will no longer reflect reality as 
well. 


The following is a simple expression of those key definitions and assump- 
tions: what is being used; how the assumption is used in the modeling process; 
and the impacts of changing those assumptions in terms of the modeling process. 

ADEQUATE PUBLIC FACILITY ORDINANCE (APFO) : Chapter 50, Section 35 (k) of the 
Subdivision Ordinance requires the Planning Board to make a finding that exist- 
ing or programmed public facilities are adequate before they can approve a 
preliminary plan of subdivision. 

APPROVED ROAD PROGRAM (ARP) : The County Executive shall publish periodically an 
Approved Road Program which shall list all roads programmed in the current 
adopted CIP and the Maryland CTP for which: (A) in the case of the CIP, 100 
percent of the funds have been appropriated for construction costs; and (B) the 
County Executive has determined that construction will begin within two years of 
the effective date of the Approved Road Program. Roads required under Section 
302 of the charter to be authorized by law are not considered programmed until 
they are finally approved in accordance with Section 20-1 of the Code. The ARP 
constitutes the list of roads which can be counted upon in conducting a Local 
Area Transportation Review. 

AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC (ADT) : The number of vehicles traveling on a segment of 
roadway during the 24 hours of an average weekday. 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (CIP) : A document prepared each year by the Mont- 
gomery County Executive and adopted by the County Council which contains a six- 
year program for capital expenditures to expand and renovate Montgomery County's 
public facilities. 

CEILING: See Staging Ceiling. 

CONSOLIDATED TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (CTP): The transportation capital improve- 
ments program annually adopted and administered by the State of Maryland. For 
the purposes of conducting the Annual Growth Policy analysis, the CTP will be 
considered as being adopted on the last day each year of the session of the 
Legislature, usually during the second week in April. In the event there is the 
possibility of a veto of the Legislature's actions by the Governor then the 
appropriate date of adoption should be the last day that the Governor has to 
exercise his veto. In the event that the Legislature adds or deletes projects 
during the legislative session from the annual CTP document published by the 
MdDOT, usually in January, then official correspondence from the MdDOT acknowl- 
edging the intended changes to the CTP constitutes the official amendment. 


103 


However, in order to use such changes in the Policy Area Review for the Staging 
Ceilings the correspondence needs to indicate that an added project would have 
100 percent of its construction expenditures scheduled by the fourth fiscal year 
of that CTP. If appropriate, that correspondence can also be the basis of 
amending the Approved Roads Program. 

DEVELOPMENT PIPELINE: This is the amount of future construction which will be 

counted against threshold capacity. It shall consist of: (1) all building 
completions since January 1, 1987; (2) the unbuilt portion of all preliminary 
plans that have been approved by the Planning Board plus sewer authorizations 
from WSSC for projects which do not have a preliminary plan. There is the 
potential for projects to be built without a preliminary plan, i.e., the Plan- 
ning Board does not review the project. This occurs if the parcel was recorded 
several years ago when preliminary plans were not required. In this case, the 
indicator of the new project is the request for sewer service from WSSC. 

JOBS IN BUILDING: The total estimated number of workers which can be accom- 

modated in structures. It includes existing workers in addition to workers who 
could be accommodated in vacant or yet to be built structures. It does not 
include construction workers or self employed people working out of residential 
areas. It is calculated by multiplying a building's gross square footage by a 
standard ratio of square foot per job. These ratios were derived from a 1984 
survey conducted by the Research Division of the Montgomery County Planning 
Department. The ratios are as follows: 


Office 

250 gross square feet per employee except 
in the down county areas of Bethesda, 
Silver Spring, Kensington/Wheaton, and 
North Bethesda, where 200 gross square 
feet per employee is used. 

Retail 

400 gross square feet per employee . 

Industrial/ 

450 gross square feet per employee . 

Warehouse 

Other (i.e., hotels, 

institutions) 

500 gross square feet per employee. 


Asstoming a greater number of gross square footage per employee would assume 
a lesser transportation impact for a given square footage of building. It would 
permit more (non-residential) development to be approved within the staging 
ceiling. 

LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) : A description of the quality of performance of a 

facility given the demands being placed upon that facility; mostly used in this 
report in terms of transportation facilities which reference an A to F quality 
scale . This is a nationally accepted scale used to describe the quality of 
roadway service. 

LOCAL AREA REVIEW (LAR) : The process used to determine if the proposed develop- 

ment will produce excessive local detrimental impact beyond the capacity of 
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existing and programmed public facilities. (For the application to transporta- 
tion facilities, see detailed guidelines in the Montgomery County Planning 
Department's report "Alternative Transportation Scenarios and Staging Ceilings.") 

PIPELINE: See Development Pipeline. 

POLICY AREA: See Staging Policy Area. 

PROGRAMMED FACILITY: A capital facility project which is contained within the 

approved County Capital Improvements Program, the State Consolidated Transporta- 
tion Program, or program of Rockville or Gaithersburg, such that 100 percent of 
the expenditures for construction or operation are estimated to occur within the 
first four years of the applicable program. Where such road project either 
crosses several policy areas or will be built over a period of time in identi- 
fiable segments, the appropriate sections will be identified by the Planning 
Board to: (1) locate the segments in the appropriate policy areas, and (2) 
specify whether the segments meet the basic criteria for a programmed facility. 

RECORD PLAT: A preliminary plan of subdivision which has been approved for 

recordation by the Montgomery County Planning Board or is already a recorded 
plat in the official Montgomery County land records. 

SCHOOL CAPACITY ANALYSIS: 

A) School Capacity 

For Annual Growth Policy purposes, school capacity is measured as 110 
percent of Council funded program capacity which includes space allocations for 
the regular program as well as special programs' 1 (i.e., special education and 
head start) . This capacity measure does not count relocatable classrooms in 
computing a school's permanent capacity. Based on the Approved FY 88-93 Capital 
Improvements Program, the Council funded regular program capacity is a class 
size of 25 for grades 1-6, 44 for half day kindergarten where it is currently 
provided, 22 for all day kindergarten where it is currently provided, and an 
effective class size of 22.5 for secondary grades. 

B) School Enrollment Forecasts 

MCPS projections are prepared in the fall of every year and are made for 
each of the upcoming six years and for two later years beyond the sixth year (in 
this year's forecast, these years are 1995 and 2000). The actual September 
enrollment at each school is used as the base on which the projections are 
developed and are used in the Planning Board draft AGP in it's school analysis 
tables . 

As stated in the Board of Education's Requested FY 89 Capital Budget and FY 
89 to 94 Capital Improvements Program, MCPS uses the cohort survivorship model 
to forecast future enrollment. This method is used widely throughout the 
country and stands out as the most practical and consistently accurate fore- 
casting approach. The cohort survivorship model, as applied by MCPS planners, 
involves the calculation of the number of students that can be expected in a 
particular grade at a future date, given the number of students now enrolled in 
the prior grade. Judgments are made about past trends and about in-migration, 
program changes, transfers in and out of the school service area, and other 
miscellaneous factors. Through the tracking of subdivision construction. 
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student yields from subdivisions are applied to expected enrollment. Beyond the 
time of known subdivision and building activity, MCPS planners rely on forecasts 
prepared by the Montgomery County Planning Department and their demographic 
model of County population up to 20 years in the future. 

One of the most difficult components of the enrollment forecast is pre- 
dicting kindergarten enrollment. MCPS planners review records of resident 
births compiled by the Maryland Center for Health Statistics. Births in nearby 
jurisdictions to mothers who reside in Montgomery County are included in these 
records. These records are provided at the County level and for census tracts. 
For the small geographic level of an elementary school service area, birth data 
are not available. Also adding to the difficulty in forecasting is the common 
occurrence of families moving after a child is born, but before the child 
enrolls in school. 

C) De Minimis Development for Schools 

De Minimis development is that which will have minor school impacts. It is 
a policy to avoid over regulating low impact development. For public school 
analysis purposes, a preliminary plan of 10 or fewer single -family units, 17 or 
fewer townhouses, or 40 or fewer apartment units could be approved by the 
Montgomery County Planning Board even if there has been a legislative determina- 
tion that a geographic area does not have adequate public school capacity. 

STAGING POLICY AREA: A geographic subarea of the County, delineated by the 

Planning Board, for the purpose of staging analysis and the establishment of 
staging ceiling capacities as appropriate. (See Map 1.) 

STAGING CEILING: A total amount of development expressed in terms of housing 

units and jobs that has been determined by the Montgomery County Council to be 
balanced appropriately, on the basis of an areawide average, with the existing 
and programmed facilities for the area. 

Housing units may be single-family detached, single-family attached, garden 
apartments, and high rises. Each housing unit is counted as one unit. 

TRANSPORTATION CAPACITY ANALYSIS - POLICY AREAS: 

A) Average Level of Service 

In the determination of an acceptable level of service for each policy 
area, a measure of the average level of service is used. This is a weighted 
index of the traffic congestion level for a policy area. The index is cal- 
culated by estimating the average traffic congestion level experience on each 
link of roadway in each policy area, weighting it by the vehicle -miles of 
travel on each link, and then calculating the weighted average. 

The policy standards for average level of service which are set are criti- 
cal in determining the staging ceilings. Changing the definition of what is an 
acceptable level of service will change the assessment of how much development 
will be permitted. The standards used herein vary from average LOS C to LOS 
D/E. The lower an average standard which is used, the greater the amount of 
development which would be approved. 


106 



B) Roadway Capacity 


The hourly roadway capacity is a key variable in the transportation model 
which is used to evaluate alternative staging ceilings. The hourly roadway 
capacities used in the current transportation modeling process vary by route 
type, location (urban/suburban/rural), and roadway geometry. The following pre- 
sents the range of capacities used in the model for various roadways in the Mont 
gomery County network. The higher the values of the capacities, the greater the 
amount of development which would be approved. Further work needs to be done to 
better account for intersection capacities, traffic signal interconnections and 
to relate to recently observed speed and delay data. 


Route Type 


Range in Vehicles 
per Hour per Lane 
at Level of Service E 


Expressways 

Major Arterials 

Minor Arterials & Collectors 


1,800 to 2,000 
1,000 to 1,200 
600 to 1,000 


C) Peak Hour Trip Table Splitting Factors 

A new procedure of splitting the peak hour trip table has been developed 
for application, along with the new EMME/2 traffic model. Please refer to the 
appropriate section on modeling peak hour traffic, in the chapter describing the 
traffic modeling in the accompanying report on "Alternative Transportation 
Scenarios and Staging Ceilings, December 1987." This has generally replaced the 
peak hour factor approach used with the previous TRIMS model. Rough initial 
factors for splitting daily trip tables to produce AM peak hour trips were 
estimated from COG data as follows: 


1) Home-Based Work Trips 19% 

2) Home -Based Other Trips 3% 

3) Home -Based Shop Trips 1% 

4) Non-Home Based Trips 3% 


The home-based work trip percentage was adjusted uniquely for each zone by 
factors related to household density at the origin end and employment density at 
the destination end of the trip. The resulting possible percentages of home- 
based work trips which can occur in the AM peak hour ranges from 12 percent to 
27 percent. However, the typical values used in the FY 89 AGP are about 13-14 
percent for the Bethesda and Silver Spring CBD's, 16-17 percent for the 
Kensington- Wheaton area, 20-21 percent for the Gaithersburg area, and 22-23 
percent for the Damascus, Poolesville, and Patuxent areas. The lower the amount 
of these factors, the greater the amount of development which can be approved. 

D) Other Variables in the Transportation Model 

There are a number of other variables in the EMME/2 transportation model 
used by Planning staff that affect the evaluation of staging ceilings. Numerous 
factors enter into the model system's trip generation, trip distribution, auto 
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occupancy, and transit mode choice and traffic assignment models. The chapter 
or transportation modeling in the accompanying report on "Alternative Transporta- 
tion Scenarios and Staging Ceilings, December 1987," presents information on many 
of those specific factors. 

One other key variable affecting the transportation analysis* is in the land 
use assumed for the other jurisdictions in the Washington Metropolitan Region 
for the purposes of assigning traffic through Montgomery County to and from 
those locations. In general, the COG Round 3 Intermediate Cooperative Fore- 
cast for 1995 has been used for this purpose. The small area forecasts for 
Round 4, which is currently under development, will be incorporated into the FY 
90 AGP analysis. 

E) De Minimis Development for Transportation 

De Minimis development is that which will have minor traffic impacts. It 
is a policy to avoid over regulating low impact development. This policy 
defines the development which receives special treatment within these guide- 
lines. For transportation analysis purposes, development which would produce 
fewer than 10 peak hour trips may receive approval of up to 5 peak hour trips 
within areas exceeding the staging ceiling. The higher these types of limits 
are set, the greater the amount development that can be approved. 

TRANSPORTATION CAPACITY ANALYSIS - LOCAL AREA REVIEW: 

A) Trip Generation 

Trip generation rates are the number of vehicle trips to and from a devel- 
opment per unit of development activity. They are used in a simple form in 
local area transportation review in order to assess the impact of a particular 
development on the nearby transportation network. The generation rates are also 
used, with appropriate modifications for scale effects and trip purpose, within 
the transportation model for staging ceiling analysis. When so used, they are 
based on type of trip such as work trips or shopping trips and are set as daily 
rates, with adjustment factors to convert to hourly rates. 

For Local Area Traffic Review, peak hour trip rates from the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers are generally used. Typical ranges of rates for resi- 
dential development and selected non- residential trip rates are listed below. 

The applicant has the opportunity to use the rates from a range. This range of 
rates reflects items such as transit availability, the size of the development 
relative to the particular land use and the location. These and other rates 
used in Local Area Review are currently under study for possible revisions. 
Lowering trip generation rates would mean a lesser assumed impact for a given 
type of development. 
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Peak Hou r Trip Generation Rates 


Land Use Category 
High Rise Apartments .5 to 

Townhouses . 6 to 

Garden Apartments .6 to 

Single-Family .8 to 

General Office 2.00 to 

Shopping Centers 0.61 to 


.7 trips/housing unit 
.8 trips/housing unit 
.8 trips/housing unit 
1.0 trips/housing unit 
2.82 trips/1000 square feet 
14.42 trips/1000 square feet 


B) Acceptable Level of Service (LOS) 

Of the variables discussed in the Local Area Traffic Review (LATR) Guide- 
lines, a change in the acceptable LOS would have the largest effect on whether a 
preliminary plan was determined to be acceptable with regard to APFO. In the 
policy areas that have established staging ceilings, a LOS of mid-point E is 
being used as the lowest acceptable LOS for LATR. The mid-point LOS E is 
presumed to be the condition under which the transportation facilities are 
operating at maximum capacity. This relatively low LOS, used in LATR for speci- 
fic intersections, is acceptable because of the check related to the staging 
ceiling, that says on the average the level of service over the area is better 
than this lower level. If a better local LOS standard is used, less development 
would be approved. 

In the more rural Group I policy areas of the County where staging ceilings 
are not established, an intersection is presumed to be operating acceptably 
under LATR if the LOS is D/E or better. This better LOS is used in these areas 
since staging ceilings have not been established in these areas. The better the 
LOS deemed acceptable, the less the amount of development which will pass Local 
Area Review. 

C) Peak Hour Traffic Counts 

Peak hour traffic counts for any location vary from day to day, week to 
week and for seasons of the year. In general, traffic counts made during the 
summer months should not be used since traffic during this time of year is lower 
than normal. Traffic counts taken on holidays or the day before or after 
holidays should not be used due to their non- typical characteristics. Counts 
that are more than six months old should be adjusted to reflect development that 
has been completed and occupied since the count was made. Traffic counts older 
than three years should not be used because of potential changes in traffic 
patterns and growth in traffic. The Planning staff has the right to require new 
counts to be made if there is reason to believe that a count is flawed. 
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